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ABSTRACT

A VAL1DATED'PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT MODEL AND STAFF DEVELOMENT PROTOTYPE FOR
COMPREHENSIVE CAREER GUIDANtE, COUNSELING, PLACEMENT AND FOLLOWUP

PpoblCrile, on .whi..(41Projoct Focuoed -

Comprehensive systems of guidance, counseling, plat ment, and followup
services for students and-adults need to be improved. California studies and
nationwide surveys have clealy determined and documented this fact. A leading

,suggestion coming out of both state and national studies for directions in
0,/hiCh to move to best achieve such improvements is,through preservice and in-
service staff development designed to improve skills required for successful
Arformance of guidance personnel. This 187month pkoject developed and field
tested a "prototype" of competency-based education for those working in
.guidance. . This prototype consists of a series,of 12 modules and,accompanying
Coordinator's Guides which foCus.on program_levelopment skills. These skills
fall into these four groups or phases base&on a program development model
refined through thi, project: .

Planning-cOlducting desired outcomeS aSsessments and current status'
-assessments., setting program goals

*Structuring-writing student 'performance objectives, selecting
effective program strategies

Implemenfing-managing program develop.nL staff, Monitoring
tctivities

.Evaluating-ceinduciing summative evaluation, communicating results

A second problem that exists today is the,proliferation of materials
related to skill-oriented guidance staff development, and the lack of coor-
dination, or even awareness, among various efforts. What was needed was a
surveçof all existing materials, and the production of a catalog which
.summari ed the various materials, such that an individual could efficiently ,

determin just what was available. Thus an accompanying project effort was
a nationa sear,ch foroall competency-based education programs designed for
guidance a 4 Counseling personnel. Jhe results of this search were converted
to a catalog describing such programs.

7 Exc.,2ution el
The project was conducted between 1 July 1974 and 11 DeceMber'1975.

Phase I involved integrating existing, California and AIR.models for career
guidante program developMent. -Phase II entailed the national search for
staff development materials; and the development of a systeM of modules and
workshops to teach some of the basic needed to develop programs con-
sistent with the inte9rated model produced in Phase I. Phase III was -a pilot
test of thiseprototype staff development program with selected school per-
'sonnel from the San Francisco Bay Area. Feedback recei4ed &Om this pilot
test.defined revisions needed in the materials and the staff development pro-
cedures. Once these revisions were completed, in Phase IV the syStem underwent
t full-scale field tesCin two schooi districts in California, in the late
summer and early fall of 1975. 'A third field test took place at a pleservice
setting, in a class made up of guidance and counseling majors at the University
of Missouri, and taught by a member of the project's National AdvisOry Panel.

4



Data were collected with a variety of techniques including: pre-post selt-
assessments of competencies described in module.objectives, ratings :by modul'e
Coordinators of participants' achievement of objectives, a reaction form com-
pleted by the participants regarding the usefulness of each module, a two-
month followu0 interview sampling incidents of workshop impact, a two-month
followup test of knowledge; and oral debriefings at the end.of each ,staff
'development session.

Finally, in Phase y, information abOutthe program and results of the
field test were disseminated through an American .College.Personnel Assotiation
wOrksho0 which used some of the materials developed, through a monograph .

published by Impact of ERIC=CAPS, University of Michigan; and through a
chapter in N8W Horizons in Counseling Psychologp,a new. resource text in
counseling psychology. In addition, 100 sets of the modules and 200,copies
of thd catalog were made available,for sale through the Publications Office
of the American Institutes for Research.2,-

.

Certain concepts are central to the project's effort. One is that of
career development. Rather than the definition of career)imply as vocation,
.theattempt was to view it more broadly as a life-development process which
involves all the important-elements in an individual's growth toward what
s/he would like to be. A second is that.of Competency-based. The staff
development Program attempted to go beyond the cognitiie or attitudinal level
to the aCtual skills and behaviors needed by guidance personnel to develop

.their programs injleeded ways. A third key concept,is.evaluation,, .Programs
cannot progress until they can develop'means of settikuobjectives and mea-
suring progress. toward those objectives, anb this princisple was central to
the programAlevelopment process dftelopedAn this projecn 'A fourth is the
idea of efficiency. SO much is ,going on in varieuS places, and communication
gaps are 'so widespread, that efforts are often duplicated, and progress is
often halting. The ftgject tried to.determine what'haS already been done in
guidance staff develOpment, to catalog this so others can have that informa-
tion, and to reference useful materials and approaches into its Own staff
development program so that those Interested can make use of the' best that
is available and no wheels will be reinvented.

: T T /On

This projeCt's research hypothesis essentiallymas that guidance
personnel who experienced a staff development prototype series:of activities
would demonstrate significantly more program development competencies and /

more positive attitudes toward such program development than they-had before
this experience. There are thuS two parts to this hypothesis--the compet6ncies
and the attitudes.

At least'as far as the subjective reactions_recorded in this study are
concerned, participants did improve their programdevelopment competencies.

ttheir rating of themselves, they improved an average of .47 points on a
our-point scale at the inservice settings, and an average of 1.18 'points in

the college class: Coordinators rated inservice participants as having
achieved the majority of mcdule objectives. Most participants felt that at
least 50' of the modules h6lped them to acquire and practice skills useful to
them, that those skills would be useful for guidance ,people in general, and
that they were now well prepared to uWIthose skills and related specific
methods in their own scho61 'settings. In short, to the degree the measurement



is accurate, it can be concjuded that Most of the participants felt they
imProved some of their progisem develdpment competencies and Coordinators
substantiated these opinions. More,objectivedata on immediate And follow-
up gill acquisition will be collected in subsequent field tests of these
modules.

The data are much less.clear in their Sugflestions about positive chapge'
in attitudes-of participants. Desire to improve programs was incresed some-
what in inservice participants, but not dramatically. This variable was not
.measured in the college class betause the participants lacked a personal .

setting in.which they Could be expected to transfer acquired skills. Unan-
ticipated effects and general cr4ticisms and suggestions reflect a mixture
of positive and negative feelings. For example, the followtup interview at
the .second inservice site showed 56% of'the respondents felt the.morkshops:
could have been more effective. The majority of comments received in de-
briefing sessions at the end of the workshops were negative, some were
outright hostile. The preservice end-of-quarter, class discussion showed .

fairly positive feelings,, with a.sprinkling of negative ones. To summarize,
many positive.and negative feeling's were evoked, and it seems impossible to
clearly concluTe'that "significantly more positive attitude's toward.program
development" were demonstrated. .

C onclue Rceormcndations
Some useful clues about the audience for which the prototype' is best

suited seet apparent. Competencies developed by presgrvice partfcipants
.clearly.outstrippea those of inservice participants, at Jeast by their oqn
estimate. Preservice participants were less familiar with the ihformation
in the modules beforehand, and had had fewer, previous learning experiences.
related to.the topics; this seemed to'make the experience more worthwhile
for them. They tested higher. in the post-workshop knowledge exam. They

provided'generally fuller and more positive comments on reaction for% and'
seemed much more,positiye in their debriefing at the end bf the experience.
Their lack of a program of their own may represent a disadvantage, as it may
mean thesPparticipants lacked perspectile to judge. their ability'to achieve
the prograM development called fOr in the modules.. Neverthelsiss, this seems

to be outweighed by other 'factors. The prototype Seems better suited to a
preService than an inservice audience.

In the line of recoMmendations, improvements can be effected in both the
materials and delivery of the prototype. Chief examples in.the former cate-
gory,are:

Orienting the content toward a more sophiStitated audience for
inservice applications

Strengthening the practical orientation.for inservice applications

Shortening and simplifying.textual sectiOns

Simplifying the vocabulary

Upgrading-the quality of particular.phaseS; i.e., Phases 3 and 4'

tmproving.the.evaluation instruments

Chief improvements possible in the delivery of the prototypes, are:

Improved orientation, combined with an adequate ngeds assessment 4



. .

hnproved trainiug ot CoordinatorS

Improved faci 1 iti es and scheduling for the workshops
A J

Designating some of the workshop tasks as hoMewor,k. tasks (41

al lowing more individual i zati on
4

Careful selection of settings to avOid.before-the- fact negative

atfi tudes

..Admi ni s ter.i/g the prototype to oniy\..9 genu i y vo untal.7 inseryice

audience

swanary, alefairly extensive program (72 hours) of competency-based

ins- trution was delleloped and field tested. Results were-mixed, with com-

petencies increasing to a degree, and attitudeS.toward the Ocperience a

mixture, of positive and negative. Central to a successful experience with
the self-development materials and procedures seems to be a selection of the

most appropriate ,audience for them, and the preservice audiente fared better

than inService ones. A number of improvements could be made both the

10ateria)s and their delivery. With such improvements and refinements, the

prototype could quite possibly make a signjficant impact on one area of

educatiOn.

Dayton, Ciarles.

Yearly Progress R4port. Palo lto: A can Institutes tor Researc , 197E.

Dayton, /Charles. I ti OIL- arld

p, (:>!

.Final Report. Palo Alto: Amer. an Insitutes for Research, 1976.

!):).1P(r. Pa Io Al tb:' Amer'ican I ns t i tutes

for Research, 1975.

Sanderson', -'Barbara , Carolyn Hel 1 iwel . h4/0 1

Dayton, Charles, H. B. Gelatt. t

Dayton, Charles.' - .

Dubois , Phyl 1 is . !

Dayton,. Charfes.

Harrison, Laurie.

H. B. belatt/

Pletchee, arbar'a. Yi4

Pletcher, Barbara.

Jung, Steven.

Wolman,
, .

Roberts, Sarah.

(

7-,



!by

49

f'

Each of-Aliese 12 modu4 consists of a participant's manual and a Coordinator's Guide.

cMcBain, Susan. ,)rup,:1,cNv-P(RT1 EJt4om fcw 1(1(rm.c 4Hd C(q441:;c:LINI1 1r .:;,,Nlici.:,,

A (:,0,11 ,,f !).,m11,10 (wl A7,,lcrh. Palo Alto: American Instit tes for
Research, 1975.

Five Tape-Slide,Atroductions for.the modules were produced, entitled n40101
i 'ht '1117. (h.! (1C01,`, ' P1'0,:110P1.0 :

)P ; ;1: .t.1 )11

Phari, 1 - Piarmikm
Ph(wr
142:Tc

Palo Al to:

j t P14, tttlf

- Fr,z1.7.4(ztiHq

American Institutes for Research, 1975.

2

,TA



fvflpitr

This report has four basic sections:

Methods

o Results

Conclusions and Recommendations

An Appendix

The "Methods" section is a report on the project from the management

s'tatdpoints It describes_the activities and accomplishments of the project

over the 18 month of its duration, discusses the major'problems encountered,

and summarizes the staff utilization.

The "Results" section focuses on the project's research .findings,

sulimarizing the data.from the field tests 'and analyzing these to allow for

appropriate conclusions. It has four subsections:

The Participants

Impact - Competeflcies Developed

Jmpact Reactions /o the 'Experience

Influencing Factors

The "Conclusions and Recommendations" section synthesizes the findings

of the research and presents the appropriate conclusions to be reached. It

also draws the implications from these conclusions in the form of a'series

of recommendations. 1

Due to its length and detail, one digest has been moved from tfie "Results"

section io the Appendix. A separately bound volume ehtitled "Supplement to

the Final Report: Papers and Instruments," of less general interest, contains
/

all of the.various instruments and documents produced by the project. They..

fall into the 'following categories:

A. The Integrated Model

B. The National Search Materials

C. The Pilot-Test Evaluation Materials

D. The Field Test Evaluation Materials

E. The Fo41ow-up Evaluation Materials

F. The Concept Paper



In addition, it.should he noted that the project produced the following

products, which togotfier with thic report, constitute the.hom toWl ot the

project's products:

Twelve modules, bound in five volumes, labelect"Orientation"
and "Phases 1-4"

Twelve Coordinator's Guides, bound and labeled as the modules-
,-

Five tape-slide productions, parallelIng the five volumes of
modules

A catalog of competency-based staff development programs and
statements of competencies, the result of the project's national
.search

The question which this ,projectset out.to answer is stated in its

research hypothesis, page IV-9 of the proposal:

Selected State, school district, and school personnel involved
with guidance, counselipig, placement, and follow-up programs
will demonstrate signiflcarftly more program development com-
petencies in both simulated and real-life situations and signi-
ficantly more positive attitudes toward such program development
after they have experienced a staff development prototype series
of activities (i.e., competency-based packages and technical
assistance structured by checklists) than competencies and atti-
tudes they,demonstrated on repeated measures adminlistered befOre
they were exposed to the prototype.

A brief elaboration of this statement would probably serve as a useful

introduction to this.document.

"Program development competencies"'are the key words in this hypothesis.

School guidance personnel are facing something of a crisis currently. Budget'

cutbacks ate forcing administratoKs to take a hard look at "nonessential"

programS-, and often one of the first places they look is td guidance programs.

Such pronrams seem to lack the clear accomplishments and rationale of in-

structional Programs. Often counselors "dO their own thing," mostly indi-

vidual counseling, and the guidance program lacks any program-wide objectives

at all. Certainly such programs rarel.Oevaluate their accomplishments

thoroughly.. And in providing largely-individual counseling, they often fail
.

to provide the career guidance that young people mote 'and more clearly need.

It is our contention that if guidance programs can be induced to, measure

studerit needs, set out clean objectives that inclUde the ,career guidance

2
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needs, choose effective strategies that WIP11 reach large numbers of* '1.tudents

(as opposed to`individual, counseling),. and evaluate.their efforfs to

dramatically demonstrAte to administrators (and taxpayers) wfrat they are

Acompllshing, they will both avoid extinction and improve their usetulness.

ft is these kinds of ,activities that we mean by "program aevelopment.".

The problem is that traditional staff development programs tor guidahce

personnel do not teach these things. They focus on "counseling" (

narrew sense), and rarely go beyond knowledge and attitude outcome

"competency-based" program demands that an individual be.able to d

a usable skill. The.centraridea behind our "staff developmept pr

n the

, A

.monstrate

totype" is

that.guidance personnel be giyen the skills needed to plan, organize, and

evaluate their programs effe/tively. A' look at the titles of the 1? modules

on the circuir model on tlie next page will conve4r in more detail what theaw

skills are. The phases a/re groupings made larg for 'conveaience sake,

and are indicated by thc?" dark ar, rows.

To rephrase our hypothesi's, then, it'was our hope to improve the skills

of.guidance personnel in these areas; and to have them become more concerned

about and enthirliastic toward such concerns. This is a report on how we did.

3
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METHODS

. 1:Major Activities and Accomplishments Puring the 28 Mopths

,
.

-
. .

.Integrafion or'theAr'nerir&an 1-nsitueS. for.Resealh (AIR)
and the State of'OaliforniasPrOgrd Development,ModelS.

^

B, The National' qparch

C. Development 'of Prototype

1, Module Content _Focus

2. Module Formats.,

3. Production of' Modiiles .

4. Additibnal Prototype Materials

D. Pilot Tefting

. E. Module Revision

F. FieZd Testltng

G. Concept Paper

H. Nat.ional Advisory PaneZ Meeting

I. Dissemination

4:4

A. Integration of the American Institutes for Researc h (AIR) and the State

of Califoi-nia Program Dtelopment Models

The two mode)s developed independently were thoroughly examined.

California has produced a series of six monographs and a'Master Plan for

the state, together descetibing in some deIail the model for improvement of

guidance services in California. AIR-has worked over the past several years

developing its-model, as described in Developing Career Guidance Programs,

published by. Educational Properties Inc. .The essential common elements'were

explored. A series of discussions and.metings were held with Dr. Anne Upton,

Director of Guidance Services in the state education department, and members

of her staff. It waa decided that since the'two-models are sa-closely paral-

lel, and,the real iTeed now is,for action and implementation of them, a

brief and succinct' document would Ost serve as the integrated model. This

was drafted, revised, and distributed to the National Advisory Panel for

reyiqw,4t- It was than discussed at the Panel meeting in September 1974 and

Sugqe-stions for changea were gathered. It was revised accordingly and/is

included in its final form as :SectiOn A of the ,Applementary Wlumeof

this report.

5
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,

B. 9-he National Searcli

search letter was composed describing what.it was we were,looking

for,and requesting,information."a6d/ar iriterials related tohis. A preilaid:

postcard was,prepared eaDi.reponse. -A follup,letter
'

flared.; All_cpree are coritained,jhSection B of-thdA6pplemeitary volUme of

this report: 'These were,sent in Novembey'" and -December. 1974, the follow-6o

:letter approximately one mbnth after the original.

A mailing list'with approximately 1200 names was developed, drawn from

several ources: ,

1: All institutions of higher education with Counselor' education
programs

2. All publishers aCtive in'educational fields

3. All state departments. of.education

4. All.members identified onAmerican-Personnel and Guidance (APGA)
mailing'lists prOvided by variouS division presidents in("five areas:

a. School counselihg
b. Rehabilitation
C,. . Group counseling
d. Higher education
e. Corrections

5. All state vocational research offices

6. All federal regional educational laboratories

7. All relevant (from past work) research and development centers

8. A selection of sources sifted from a searcbwof Stanford University's
data bank orteacher competency-based educltion programs.

This entire list was put on MTST tape for easy reuse and subsequent mailings.

A full library of responses was maintained, based on

information,provided on the response postcard. .Materials were likewise

c(Ttaloged and shelved according to a prearranged filing systeM. Follow-up

calls werditade to several dozen promising sources for additional infbrmation

and materials.

All received materials were reviewed and preliminary abstracts drafted.

Two basic categories were decided on for catalog descriptions:. actual staff

development programs, and statements of needed guidance staff competencies-.

Far more of the second were gathered, as this represents the firststep

usually taken in moving to a competency-based program. Those abstracts

requiring additional information were identified and additional contacts

14
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made via:telephOne A. format for te full catald_
y es

`
dcriptions wa's decided

upon.

The'catalog was drafted the sprig 'of 19?5
, and fina additiOns made

over,the summer. ItHwas the Aviewed, reviSed;
..,

edited, an printed in

'November 1975.: :ApprOximately 40 copies w
. ,

ere dis
_.

tributed to individuals who

-had' Eooperated.by_contrtbuting materdals, an n
-d a-Proximatély.another.30. ._

Aistributed to_OrofesSiorial: contact's ',intBrested ;
1/

'n its use. In lidition,

..it was described in a 719'er:which:was. senOP 11 those on the original,

mailing list,:and made aviilable through t be AIR
. . ./ ..1

pUbl i cations office

to the: general pub13c: .

.,/
,

C. Developme/t of Prototype. Q

/
4 /

Since this category represents the sir191. ,:o

i ggest task cin the project,,

it has beeri. subdivided into four_categories
i ,. ..

1. i'Moduldontent Focus

/ , e
DeterMining the-precise topics of the m-odules involved a lengthy .

series of discussions'among project staff members
, consultation with outside

experts and consultation with the National Advissor,
Y Panel members and the '

project monitor. Many criteria were.consi dered,
/

Lists of possible topics

/
/ were developed, reviewed,, and ..revised. It was:Finally decided-,An October

// 1974, that the Skills of planning, developi ng''' implementing, and evaluating

,
/ coMprehensive programs of career guidance, counseling placement, anPf011ow-

through should be the sole focus of the mo dules, .

, -This fits Wi,th.:

1. The highest needs determined in prey,lous

2. AIR's experience and expertise

3. U.S.O.E.'s priority determinations

4. The need to limit the topics to an
there was a reasonable hope of

'rea small enough that
delivering,the

needed skills to the target audience

As search materials came in, -they were )-eviewed for their useful-

ness in contributing ,to, the Module topics decided
upon. While some such

materials did prove, useful, no single set of mat-ials was uncovered that

cOuld simply be adapted into a module. Thus our origina-t-bppe Of "adapting

three to five competency-based staff devel opment Packages 'discovered in the,

7



-national search" was frustrated. 'Instead, we determined-that. We would have

to develop the furl quota ourselves.

2.1 Module Eormats

'Intluded in the task here weee the gathering of feedback f m try-
:,

outs-Of eaelier versions of moduleirdeveloped at AIR, and cOnsultation with-

1:
experts an the'mosteffective delivery methods of staff deVelopment programs.-

A serieSdf meetings among project staff.and outside consultants w'ere held'

from July. through Wovember 1974, cOnsidering.such to.sic structural factors
.

as: module 'performance objectives, necessary sabpaets of a'Module,

ties, discusSions, siMUlations, built-in aSsessment and evaluation, applica-

tion of skills to participants' own settings, use of extra-module resourceS,

and use of technical assistance.. .0ther váriablesdiscussed'and for which

determinations were made included: length, wrIting style, nature and fre-

quency of examples, use of.dartoons, graphics; binders, page layout: otgani-

zation of subparts, level° 1 and sophistication, and the need for

and nature of-effective orienta n. With the,necessary definition in all

these. areas, it was possible to proceed with assigning modules to-writers

and acival development of materials.

3. "Production of Modules

Once the module topics and formats had been defined, each module

was assi4glied to a Writer. All assignments were made by Aovember 1974. ,

Working with a set of guidelines develoPed by !the.project director,.and

resource materials pulled together from many sources, each writer made a

thorough study of his oe her topic and developed a set of precise specifi-

cations for the module. .TheSe included the behavioral objectives (at least

three skill ones, generally four to six total per module) the module would

deliver on, and outlines of central parts.of the module (reading sections,

activities, discussions, assessMent sections). These sOecificatiOns were

reviewed by senior project 'staff and feedback given writers in a Series of

meetings. Most sets of specifications were revised at least once, many two

br three times.

Once the spedfications were agreed upon, writers developed first

gafts of each module. All writers began this tAk by the end of December

1974.. A constant process of communication was carried on among writers,

16
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senior projectstaff, librarians/ oUtside experts,,and AIR in=bouse dxpei-ts4_

during this period. Drafts were typed, reviewed, qd.revised regularly..:;

By March all modUles except One were ready for pilot test production.

PrOductiOn involVed typing, cartooning, Obtaining reprint permis.-

sions, adding headliner headings, inserting dividers- between,sections, pagi-,.

natipg,.obtaining and preparing binders, reproducing oriOnals, and final

% 'checking pr4Or'to pilot testingl The pilot test'occurred 1,3 April 1975

4 4. Additional Prototype Matehals-

While the modules cOnstitUte the heart,of the staff development
,-,-

prototype, certain supplementary,materials wercy:al so agreed to. There are
:

three main examples: tape-slide introductions for the modules; technical

assistance aidslito Supplement the modules; .and evaluation materials beyond

those contained in the 'modules, to be USed,in the pilot and field tests.:

Work on the tape-sZideintroductions iAvolved determining the

nature, nuMber, and focus of these. ExpenSe made producing one of these for

each module prohibitive. Since their main function was to provide illumi-

nating, motivating introductions, tt was decided to develop just one for the

whole Set of modules. A script was written, photographs taken, a tape pro-

duced, anclthe Production assembled formuse at the pilot test. Feedback

from-the pilot-test suggested a number of changes d resulted in dividing

the tape-sTide into five segfients, using artwork- th ough eacf-r, a professional

annolincer, studio production of the tapes, and expanding the production to

include more detail on the nature of the modules. Production wor'k on these

tasks was' compTeted'in August 1975, and the revised tape-slides were used

in,the field tests.
.

The task of producing tLchnical.assistance ai'cis to go with the

modules involved first defining the most useful naturd of these. Since all

feedback pointed in the direction of a-larger role for the module coordina=

tor (moving away from èLier programmed learning versions ofothe modules),

it was,decided a book hich would be helpful in defining and Performing

this Tole was most, se sible. Called Coordinator's Guides, these were

developed by writers/at the same time as the modules. FOr each module we

included a lightweight introductory activity to get participants involved,

197
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introductory remarks appropriate, to the topic of .the module., feedback for,

the discussions.and activities, criteria by which fo-measure successful_

adcorplishment of allmodule objectives; an introduction for the appliEation

section-of the module, and general role definitions fOr the coordinator ,

ajong with a specific checklist of functions keyed to each module... These

were drafted, reviewed, pilot tested, and rev-ised alongwith the modulesa.

Codrdinator's Guides 'were completed:and printed in August '1975,

ot test evaluation instrumc'nt1,3 were prepared Wi,fh two ..P:teposes in

mind: modUle review by experts Oafional Advisory Panel members,fhe project

-monitor, Californi-a State Educafion Department gOdance sta'ff meiVbers, consul-

tants) and for use by participants in the pilot test: Qne instnument called

a Review FOrm was developed .fn'the first categOry. .-or the pilot test
.

participants, a battery.of forms was prepared which included...

Participant Inj'armation.Queet2,onnarq
"

2,

O A0.4ae EvaLuatwn PaCk.age
y

;
.

Coripar-f.son of.Mbditles (PrO'and.PoSt)
,

Participant Assessment Form

In addltion', evaluition instruments within the mddules Were usecL,including:

o'' odula'-preasseS1sments.

lodule poStasSesments'

..CompetenCy ch.eckliS't (in VodUle,
,0 At

J
All of the first fOur- i-: instrumeks are included n Section ,C of the supplementary

volume of this-'-rePort.
%.

4

D. Pilot Tasting

Thse.pilot test Vs held from,12.3,April 1975 at :Alit, PalO Atto and was

conducted by senior project.staff wi.th help from some4)f,th

participants (16) spent:the first day on orientation (two mo

selected two additional moddles the subsequent two days.

worked through the modules as trainees,

and provided their reaaions and

errs. All

e and then

PartitiOnts

same time they critiqued,them

improvement.

The group.included in the pilot test represented a broad range of posi-

tions, levels, and locatiOns. TWelve s-chool districts were:represenfed,

with a mean numberOf 9.1 years in the district for eacji participant

Ninaty-three percent of the participants held both bachelor and masters

degrees, 30% doctorates. &ehundred percent had held teaching positions,

.87% counseling positions, 47% administrative positions, while tWo. were

t 1, 0

.
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psychologists, One a dean.of'students, bne a guidance consultant,'nd one a

guidance coordinator. Mean age was 44 years. Approximately equal numbers'

of men and woMen were 'represented.

A great deal of feedback was collected. It was fairly balanced between

positive comments and criticisms,. The pilot test was intended to seek sug-

gestions for improvements for reyision hoWever, and it succeded in this

regard. The following very briefly summarizes/re feedback received.

Positive Reactions

Use of coordinators, andtheir helpfulness

f

. introduction

.IntrOdu ory activities

e tigh well edited reading; examples

Discussions

Cartoons

o'jormatting..

Negative Reactions-

@ Lack of.adequate Ovgiew; orientation

Length - too much material
..., ,4444,

Heaviness of the:text, use of tech "cal jargon

i Preassessment 7 being tested befdle haying chance tblearn .

Simulations having to think thr gh hypotrietical situations

Readings outside the module. .

Applicatiori - leaving it until-the end

'

We summarsized all
).the information, integrated feedback from National Advisory

.
Panel members, in-house, e-kpierts, and state education department personnel; 7,

.
. . , -.

and in mid-April 197 began revisions in preparation:for the field test.

,4

E. Module Revision
Ab .;-

The revisitm process was an extensive one. FOY' each module, we did the

following:
f

Spread the activities through the module, so that instead of
'having-all reading together followed by all activities, the
module had small sections of reading, each followed by a dis-
cussion and/or activity

Moved parts of the application activities to earlier sections of
the module

1 1
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Added practice attiyitieS; reducedTeading-

Structured di§eUssions,around, participants' own settings rather
than hypothetical settings,

Eliminated:the.preassessments

Expanded.the glossaries

Imprwked layouts with additional boxes, bold face type, color
coded paaes,rand additional cartoons

c-
c,k ,

CarriecOhittnorough editing to eliminate jargon, lighten the
tone, arft the style, add examples,, add summaries at the
beginning and end, of sections of text, and in gene 1, make t
modules,easier to'read

:Added on appendix to accommodateAsential extra-me adings.
MoSt readings were eliminated!'

This 'required a writer an avergeof a week's additiona l worK per module.

It also involved going thro60 an entire. second round of typing and production

to prepare the modules for printing. All-modules,were finished and-printed

LI); Y Auust 19 1 5.

4
F. Field Testing

v'4

The modules were field tested in three settings: Mea Verde, a high

school near'Sacramento, Californi-d; Grossmont, a school district (nine schools

'were involved) near San Diego, California;,and in an undergraduate class'of

gr. Norm an Gysbers at the University. of Missob ri, CRlumboia, Missouri. Dates

nuMbers oftparticipipts for eadh of these field tests were:

s 4

Location Date

18 Mesa Verde August 25-28, 1975

47 Grossmont - September 29-Octobtr 9, 1975

19 Dr. Gysbers' Clas's Fall quarter, late August-
early December, 1975

At both Mesa Verde and Gros'smont a'selection plan was used so that any one

particiiiant wouldonly work through a limited number of modules--generally

, one phase. rn,Dr.'Gysbers' class, participants worked through all 12 modules.

Sinceresults of the'field tests compose the.results of the research,'and

the.exact nature of the participants is related to this, further detail'on

these field tests will be oMitted here and left for the "Results" section.

A full report on their outcome iS included there.

12
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G. ConcePt Paper

A commitment,of the project was td produce a concept paper for the

expansion of the staff development prototype produced on this project to _

additional topics with field testing in four states. Originally we intended

to develop this paper toward the end of the project. Instead, we decided to

produce it in the fall of 1974 and ctrculate it to interested-1tates at that

time. This led to proposal which was submitted to the same funding source

as for th)s project, for fiscal 1975, and event6allx to the funding oflpro-,

ject°G007500347. This conCept paper is included as SeCtion F of te'supplementar2
,

.volume of this report.
.

H. National Advisory,A* Meetin.iv

1.6 accordance with the proposal, a National AdvisorY Panel meeting was'

held. at.AIR, Palo Alto on 26-27 September 1974. The following were present:

Panel Members:

Ms. Liilian.Buckingham, Director (retired)
Baltimore Public $chools Placement Service.
Baltimore, Marylaili

Dr. William L. Cash, Jr.
Assisirt to the President for Human RelationsAffairs
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Dr. Norman Gysbers, Director.
Career Development, Guidance, Counseling, and Placem nt Project
University of Missouri.

o. 4

Columbia, Missouri

Dr. LorrAggkiansen, Professor
CounSelor rdOedtion
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota

Dr. DavAd V. Tiedeman, Professor
ERIC Clearinghouse in Career Education
Northern Illinois University
DeKalb, Illinois

California State Education 'Department Representatives:

Dr. Jay Rollings, Guidance Services
'Dr. Alames Crandall, Vocational Education

Project Monitor:

Mr. David PritChard 21
a
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Project Staff:

)1

Dr. G. Brian Jones, Dr. Anita Mitchell, Charles Dayton, Carolyn Helliwell,
Laurie Ganschow [Harrison], Laurie Hopkins, and Phflip.Clendaniel

Topics covered at the meeting included;

_Review of the time angl task anaTisis developed for the project

,Review Of.tfie ntegdied model

Discussion of- t e search (the letter,
purpose of the.search)

Target audience for the modules

o\ Topics for,the modifles

\Def.initlon Of''competenCY-based"

A number,of more detailed
intended use

On each

and reactiOns

,with which to

issues

make-up of the mailing list,

related to module definition and

of these topics panel members and others presented their ideas

and in most cases the group reached a satisfactory definition

Proceed on the project. Panel members agreed tb be available

as resources ,in writing modules and to review drafts as they became available.

A second Aational Advisory. Panel meeting was'briginally scheduled for

,the fall of 1975. Partly because of the lack of contact the panel had had

with the project since,the first meeting (see the "Problems" sectib

following), and partfy because there seemed to be little compelling reason

for the meeting, the Project Director made a tentative decision to cancel it.-

He then checked with the Project Monitor to'obtain clearance fdr this de-

cisidn, and asked the Panel'members themselves their views on the decision.

All agreed it was a sensible decision. In the meeting's stead, the Project

Director offered to pay a visit to any of the Panel members so desiring it, 'on a

swing through the East he was making for another project. Three members so

requested and received-this visit: Dr. Cash, Ms. Buckingham, andlDr. Gysbers.

I. Dissemination

A number of dissewination activities' have been,conducted. .0ne hundred

extra copies of the modules and 200 of the catalog were printed for general

distribution. These were paid for by AIR company funds, not project funds:

Permission was sought and granted for this effort from sthe USOE Contracts

and Grants Office. A letter and flyer describing these products were sent to

all individuals'on the National Search mailing list. This served the addi-

14
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tional function o letting these from whem we sought help know that their

help resulted n concrete prOucts which they could 'now obtain and use.

As of the date of preparation of this report, approximately 75 copies of the

modules and 50 copieS.of the catalog had been sold.

Two project staff presented a wor she') based on the modules at_.the

American Col,lege.Personnel Association Workshop Fair.on October 28 in St.

Louis, Missouri.

. ERIC-CAPS at the University of Michigan under the direction of Drs.

Garry Wali. and Libby Benjamin will publish a 100:plus page' igonograph as part

of a series of special InOact publicatfons whir will be largely deVoted to

the work of this project. Coauthored by G. Brian Jones, Charles Dayton,.and

H.B. Gelatt, it will describe the planning-evaluation model behind the

modules, their nature, and how tpey will develop the s.kills needed to,effe-ct

.this approach, and some of the student materials that can be integrated with

thiS'approach. The title of thi.5monograph will be New MethQds for Delivering

Human Services.

A,new resdurck book for graduate students in guidance and.Cbunseling, o

be entitled New Horizons In Counifling Psychology, will include a chapter

desCribing our competency-bas0 staff development approach.and provide an

overview Of he results of the national search. The chapter, authored by

Charles Dayton and Brian Jones, is entitled "Ah Innovation in Competency-.

Based Staff Development for Program Planning," arid is approximatey 35 pages

fin -1121101. The book is being assembled by Dr. Chris Hatcher at Langley

Porter. Neuropsychiatric Institute in San Francisco and Dr. Bonnie Brooks

Texas State University at El Paso, and will be published by Albion Publishers

of San Francisco, California.

Problems

There are, of course, innumerable problems encountered over an-18-month's

duration, and it is a difficult task to separate those worthy of mention frvm

the routine. Those selected here have been chosen betause in some way they

have altered the original plan of action on the project. There are five such

examples.

15
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The response to the national search was disappointing, in two rega

First, in spite of the 4iact that respondents needed only to check a mult'ple;

choice item on a prepaid postcard, only 57% replied; tecond, of the orig-'

inal sampling of 1235, materials were received froM only 126 individuals,

or 10%. Both of these were disappointing results, reflecting the rudimentary

state of the art in competencY-bas6d educa'tion of guidance personnel.

Directly related to these reSults was the fact that we were uiYab)e to

!

adopt any materials from.the search into modules. As explained in section

.IC1; there simply were no materials received which were of slifficient quality

4nd met with our topic 9k1eCtions to be of use. This ment that we had

tO do more Work oueSelves in developing Modules flip scratch'to reach the

numbers we agreed to produce.
t

A third difficulty'retatesto the..role of the,National,AdVisoryyanel.

As the proposal was originally written,,this body played an important role

in ev'aluating project 'products. The budget cutbacks mandated when the pro-

posal'wa's funded cut the.amount this group coujd do, and its.,role became pri-

maxlly one of reviewtng and overviewing. 'It could not meet often enough to

e involved in most ofthe important project decisions or provide regular

substantivie feedback and thus much of the value originally hoped for from

these national experts was lost.

A fourth change from the original pian (not realiv a problem) was a

redefinition of,the pilot test participants. Where we originally intended

to haVe-the state-tiepartment personnel serve in' this role (since they would

subsequently lead the modules in the field tests), ,it became apparent'that

they could more,usefully serve as reviewers of the modules analhelp in their

development. Thus we selected a group of practitioners from the San Francisco
\

Bay Area as pilot test, participants. This proved more satisfactory on all

counts, as it provided us with feedback directly from those faced with the

day-to:day problems.

The fifth peoblem was the difficulty of finding suitable field test
!

sites for the modules. While sites were found, the task was an arduous one.

The immediate problems schools' were trying to deal with were becoming more

and more overwhelming. Finding districts with enough money and foresight

to release personnel So develop skills related to planning and evaluating

programs, subjects w4th long term but not necessarily, immediate benefits,

wA not easy. 4
16



Each instance that required a change in the definition of the project's

plan of.'action was discussed with the project monitor and cleared ahead of

time. On balance, the project'probably had fewer problems than most.

the

Staff Utilization

Following is a list 14 project staff and their titles, their role on

project, and their period of employment-over thf 18 months.

Period of
Name and Title Role on Project Employment

G. Brian Jones,,
Principle Research
Scientist

H.B, Gelatt,
.

Research Scientist

Responsibje
Investigator

Responsible
Investigator,
Writer

Anita Mitchell, Senior Reviewer
Senior Research Scientist

Charles Dayton, Project Director
Senior RbsearchrAssociate

Laurie Ganschow [Harrison], Writer
Associate Research
Scientist

Barbara Sanderson,
Senior Research Associate

Jean Wolman,
Senior Research Associate

Carolyn Helliwell,
Research Associate

\,
Sarah Roberts,
Senior Research Associate

Steven Jung,
Senior Research Scientist

Barbara Pletcher,
Research Associate

Jurgen Wolff,
Associate Communications
Specialist .

Philip Clendaniel,

Research Assistant

Writer

Writer

Writer

Writer

Evaluator
Writer

Writer

Cartoonist

2 months

7 months

-2I- month

12 months

nenths

1 month

1 months

month '

months

1 month

112 months

L2 month
.

National Search 8 months

Coordinator

2
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Name and Title Role on pipject

Susan McBain, Catalog
Senior esearch Assistant Writer

Phyllis Dubois, Writer, Editor
Consultant

Merlynn Bergen, Eva] ation instrument
Consultant 11

Beverly Harlan,
AdMinistrative
Assi,davit .

Jean Reynolds,
Secretary ,

ProductiOn Supervisor
,

Period of
Employment

2 months

1, month

15 days-

.

4. months

Typing, Production 5 months

In 'addition, the fives members of the National AdvisorY Panel spent

two days each on the project at the 'September 1974 meeting, and a variety

of personnel helped in small,bits on-the production of;the tape-slides

(photograph 3/, modeling, artwork, announcing,,and tape production).

p.

26
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RESI.ILTS

Introduction

This "Results" section will have four baSic divisions:

The Participants

Impact - Competencies-Developed

Impact -1.keactions to the Experience

Influencig Factors

"The Participants" section will briefly describe the number and nature

of the participants in the three.settings in which the.modules were field

tested: Mesa Verde, Grossmont, and Dr. Gysbers' Class. The "Impact -

Competencies Developed" section will present the majority of the data col-

lected, particularly where they provide some statistical indication of what

was achieved. These data will be briefly discussed to indicate the findings

of most interest. The "Impadt - Reactions to the Experience" section will

summarize comments made, on various of the data collection instruments'an

debriefings, and will 4.5( to capture the feelings and attitudes of parti

pants toward their experience.. The ."Influencing FactorS" section will bri

summaTize the more imPortant nontreatment "contaminating" factors that

affected participantsYattitudes toward.theireperiences.

One general point should be made here. This project was never intended

to be,..4 hard scientific.inquiry which would use experimental designs and

16arefully controlled tests to produce convinCing parametric results. It

developed approximately 1,000 pages of training materials, and made an

hdnest attempt to try them out on the intended audience. Much useful in-.

formation is available concerning the result.. But .each audience, was,

small, no controls were included in the tryouts, and the data were not as

objective as possible. Practical constraints-often made it difficult to

obtain full and desirable.responses from all participants: A school work-

shop is not a good experimental laboratory. We do not apologize for the

:results;,given the. constraints and intent, they are quite respectable. But,

we do not pretend they are more than descriptive data that suggest certain

conclusions. They are not hard sc4entific findings that have undergone

sophisticated statistical analysis.
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Mesa Verde is a rural/suburban high school about 15 miles east

of Sacramento. It is on an experimental year-around schedule, currently in

the seCond year of this schedule. This is'what made it an attractive site,

since it could accomModate a field test over tlicummer, and its staff had

been selected for their interest in innovAion and openness to change.

Grossmont is a suburban district about ten miles east of San Diego,

composed 0001 high schools and numerous grade and junior high schools.

The district had recently-cOmpleted'development of a Master Plan for Career

Guidance and Counseling, closely paralleling in thrust the central message

of the modu.les. This,made it an attractive site,,where the likelihood was

high that the staff development to be *livered through the modules ck.;10,0

be well received anetake root.

a

A distinction should be made from the start between these two sites.

Mesa Verde involved one school, a relatively small number of participants (18),

a shorter tire period (two actual training days, plus brief orientation and

follow-up sessions), and was thopght_ofras something of a mixture between

an actual 'field test and a tryout for the state personnel as Coordinators

fox the modules, and warm-up for the Grossmont experience. No released

time was provided for participants; they worked a normal school day until

3 pm arid wentthrough the modules between then and 10 pm, with a break for

dinner.

Grossmont, on the other hand, involved personnel from nirie schools,

-far more participants in all (47), and a time span of two weeks during

which individuals could select anywhere from two to six days of actual train-

ing. A full day of orientation was provided for everyone, along with a two-

hour debriefing session. Released time was provided all participants, the

sessions were held from 9 am to 4 pm, and all Coordinators viewed the ex-

per s a full-blown field test.

Tablel provides information on the participants from these two set-

tings related to age, sex, eduCation, credentials, positions, and lengtli of

serVice in position. Pequick scan of this table reveals the major differences

between the two groups. As well ,as being larger, the group at Grossmont was .

older, more experienced, more highly credentialed, and made-up largely of

?0
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TABLE ..1

Participants in Field Tests

.

.
.

Ao.
Mesa Verde (N=18) Grossmont (N=47)

Districts and Districts 1 1

Schodls
Represented

Schools
..

1 11

Sex Breakdown Males 10 29

Females 8 18-

Age 20-29 8 0

30-39 4 19

-

40-49 .5 18

50-59 1 9

. ° 60-69 0 1

Mean Age:. ). 34
.

43

Education A.B.

.

94% 100%

M.A./M.S. . 33% 89%

:. :Ph.D. 0% .6%

Credentials Teacher 78% 89%

,
Pupil Personoel Service 11% 91%

Administrator 28% 28%

Other ___ 6% 19% _

Position held Teacher . 72% 85%

. Counselor 11% 77%

Administrator 33% 23%

Other °22% 19%

Length af Service Position 2.2 years 4.3 years

in Current District 4.4 " 8.7
H

Position School
,

1.5 " 6.3 "

,

,

.s.),

2 9
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pupil personnel staff, as opposed to the heavy weighting of teachers at

Mesa Verde.

Participants in these settings used a "team" approach in selecting

inodules for study. The time involved in going through all 12 modules

(72 hours) is prohibitive. Thus each participant went through an orienta-

tion, and then selected one phase for study. Variations from this general

pattern occurred in Mesa Verde, where some participants coMpleted less than

a full phase'(due to lack of time) and in Grossmont, where a few participants

took two phases, but generally inservice participants completed only one of the

lOur.phases. Representatives from any given school generally split up so

that all four phases were studied and all the skills were represented on the

school's staff. '

While the proposal called for two field tests, one in Northern and one

in Southern California School districts, a, third possibility,became available

and was selected. One important question the project dealt with was de-

termining the best audience for the staff development process involved. Bath

the planned field tesq were with inservice groups--practicing counselors,

administrators, and teachers. Testing the modules' reception and impact with

a preservice audience seemed worthwhile, particularly when a project was

funded in fiscal year 1975 permitting AIR to develop further modules and

test them thusly. ,One of the National Advisvy Panel members; Dr..Norman

Gysbers taughi\a class at the University of Missouri in the fall 1975

quarter which seemed well suited for the modules. It was made up of 19

undergraduates, a mixture of guidance and counseling majors (sophomores) and

several individuals with experience in vocational training jobs. .Dr. Gysbers

agreed to use the modules as the cuericulum for the course. Thus information

is.available on their use in this preservice setting, and will be reported here.
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!Impact , Com4elencies Developed
1 if

, , . .

,,,J , v

!

SOerakinds of Aata proviAe information on just how effective the
.&. '-

).. .

módule* were in, developing thelintended competencies. They are:

)41 The pre-Post self-rankig of participants' competence on each

4 modulejs 'objectives. )
'L

-Jr

.. The pqordinator's plustminus rating of each, participant on each
modOe's objectives.

, °I

:-Ji. -

The Orticipants', reaction as to Ahe .develppmeryt;pf,useful skills
as reported in the-=7Participant Reaction FoiM:

The participants' reaction as to the improvement of their programs
as reported in the two-month follow-up at Grossmont.

The pre-post self-ranking of participants' competence asked each.parti-
,

cipant to rank her/himself before any modules were studied and again when all

that that individual was taking were complete, This ra-nkIng covered each of

the objectives for the modules studied. A number of-difficulties developed in

this process. First, some participants said they were unable to form a clear

picture of skills outlined.in the module-objectives. .Second, some participants

said they needed a standardjby which tojudge their competence--that they were

only guessing. 'Third, some participants said that the scale provided was hard

to use, going from "minimally competent" to "very competent" in.one-leap.

Fourth, participants' self-assessed interest in each module objective was

gathered on the same form. Some of the Grossmont participants had made deci-

sions earlier, at their school, on this point, and thus ignored the form,

unfortunately also ignbring the competency self-assessment aS well. Fifth,

there was a reluctance on the.part of some participants It rate themselves et

all, for a variety of reasons: fear of the consequences (in terms of self-

:image or supervisor's opinion)3 ,liostility toward the form or the workshop

experience, lack of understanding of the purpose, and so on. In short the

data obtained are spotty and suspect. In Table 2, which summarizes these

results, the numbers represent averages across all participants in the given

modules.

This table suggests two interesting conclusions. ,First,'participants af

all, these settings rated their competence before the workshop or class fairly

low onmost module topics, and their interest fairly high. This suggests that

lithe module topics were worthwhile 'ones to them. The widest discrepancies
-

,14
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,TABLE

Participants' Self Rating of Competence and Interest

Competence

_Ere-wor4hop/CIass
Verde
High*

I VOssmont
Low ,,ii.211

ass

Low_j High

Chan e **

Mo

Mesa
Low*, N

rossmon
Vobjective N

ass

Vobjective

3 --- --- .76 .24 '.82 .16 6 .74 19 .93

4 .90 .10 .81 .19 .- .94 .06 6 .,95 19 1.38

5 .71 .29 . .75 .25 .92 .08 6 1.00 19 1.02

6 .49 .51 .89 .11 .75 .25 6 .77 19 1.05
,

7 .79 .21 .82 .18 .,88 .09 6 .54 19 1.51

8 .80 .20 .78 .22 '- .86 .14 5 .36 19 .97

9 .68 .32 .64 .36 .88 4,---.- 4 .00 19 1.17

10 .70 .30 .89 .11 .95 ': 10i 5 .25 19 1.18

11 .67 .33 .38 .62 .93 .06 3 .17 19 1.27

12 --- --- .21 .79- .89
1

.10 3 -.13 19 1.36

3

4

.5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Low

.37
1

.23

.14

.50

.48.

.
.38 l

.34

.23

Interest
17771r-'''

Hi

I .§a

I ..52

I .erma

I

.73

I 79

.58

:66.

.68

I .60

.72

High

rossFOW -r

Low High Low

.18 .82 :37

.63 .v24 .76 .47

.77 .33 I .67 .33

.85 .17 .83 .27

.50 13 .87 .21

.52- .44 .56 42

.62 .33 .67 .34

.66 ..39 .61 .32

.77 .26. .74 .34

.24 .76 .22

* This was rated on a four-point scale.. The two bottom points on that

scale have been-combined to form the "low" total, the two top pointS

to r'ori the "high."

**'The data for Mesa Verde were too incomplete to present, i.e., N's of 1

or 0 in some cases.

+ Numbers in these columns represent the average change im score for each

objective in a given module. Thus, for example, participants at Gross-

mont who took Module 5 rated themselvespan average Of one full point

higher on each of-the objectives of that module.

24
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between these two .represent the areas of highest motivation. -The one strong

variation from this was on ,Phase 4 (Modules.11 and 12) at Grossmont, where

competencies were rated high prior to,the workshop, and gains were low or

negative. But in general, participants felt they needed work on the compe-
:-

tencies presented.

Students in general rated their abilities lower than practicing guidance

personnel prior to the workshops, and their interests about the same, generally

quite high. The gains they felt they made were generally higher, in some

cases dramattWly higher. This suggests that the students represented a
-

m6re approprrate audience for the modules.

Coordinators at the inservice workshops mere asked to maintain a record

.of how each participant did on each module objective, and provide a plus or

minus rating to indicate achievement or lack thereof. Since many of the.

objectives are measured by how well the participant performs on the skill-

building activities, this 9eemed like the fairest way to determine whether

participants could do the things expected of them. Problems developed here

due to Coordinators''dislike of the "judging" role, the lack of flexibility

possible in the "grade" (a simple + or and possible variance among.

different Coordinators' judgment. These problems were considered, and this

+ or = rating system selected as the least of many "evils,'"after considerable

deliberation.

Participants' performance as judged by goordinators is suMmarized in

Table 3. .Individual participant ratings Rive been added to provide the

totals for each.module. The ,numbers-thus represent "person-objectivet," or

numbers of objectives achieved or not achieved added across all objectives

and participants. (For example, if a module has ffive objectives, and six

participants went through it, there would be 30 such "person-objectives.")

The main conclusion suggested by this table is that most participants

achieved most objectives. Where objectives were not considered,to be achieved,

in most cases it is because they wes# not treated. Exceptions are Module 4

At Mesa Verde and Modules 6 and 7 at Grossmont. And it should be kept in

mind that Coordihators' judgment may vary. But in general, Coordinators

felt that participantS were achieving module objectives successfully.

3 3
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TABLE, 3

Coordinators' Rating of Participants' Achievement of Module Objectives

of.

Objectives

Module*
..,

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

,10

.11

12

7

6

7

4

5

5

, 6

8

6?

5

7

6

5

5

# of Objectives Achieved, Treated but Not Achieved,
and NqIIraga** 1

Mesa Verde , Grossmon,'
Not Treated but 'ot

AchievedTreated Not Achi ed Tr tedAchieved

Not

9

21

19

28

24

22

25

30.

Not

Treated but
Not Achieved

Conducted,

11

3

9

0

0

3

0

0

Conducted+

10

)
11

7

0

6

0

10

N

Conducted, No

13 78

12 72

14 37

10 20

13 63

11 53

10' 60

10 79

Conducted, No

Data Co ect d;

0

.0 Ck.

19

14

O

0 4
A

0 0

1 0 -

Data Coilected:

t,_,

*-Modules 1 and 2 were 'Orientation Modules and lacked the skilj-
oriented 6bjectives.of 3-12. Thus, these data were not colilected
for them. t,- ,

.0 '.
'

** "Not Treated" Objectives resulted from participants having MI&
early, Coordinators choosing to omit parts of modules, and so on.

+ These gaps were due to Coordinators who failed to fill out the

forms, at GrossmOnt. Modules 3 and 12 simply were not conducted at
Mesa Verde, as not enough time was available to do all the modules.

3 4 \
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The Participant Reaction Form contained a number of items bearing on

the partidipants' development of usable skills, as perceived by participants

Athemse1ves. It specifically samples redctions on:

Usefulness of the modules studied, from the individual partici-
pant's point of view and that of guidance people in gengral.

O Familiarity with the information presented, and past learning-ex-
periences ftlated to it.

Gain in skills and specific methods usable in participantS' own
settings.

Items contained in the instrument also ask for gain in motivation to

0mprove school guidance programsi, unanticipated effects, general criticisms

or suggestions, and ratings of the Coordinator.. These will be reported in

the section on the reactions to the experience.

The data appearing in Table 4 are presented by itemt on the Participant

Reaction Form, across all modules. For.the inservice field tests, the data

ha've been grouped across the Mesa Verde and Grossmont settings. the results

from the preservice field test are presented in parallel fashion to show

the comparison.

Table 4 sug\gests a number of colIclusions.

First, itstrongly suggests that participants felt the modules were

useful to them and would.be for guidance people in general, in

tei-ms of developing the skills on which they.focus.

Many participant's had had exposure to the topics*Wously,: A0oUt

half of the informafion was.rated.as familiar, and about two-thirds

of the participants had had previous learning experiences in the'

topics covered. Inservice participants were considerably more ex-

perienced in this regard than Were preservice participants.

Most participants (79%) felt the modules helped them acquire and

practice skills so they are now well prepared to use them in their

work. Students were a little less comfortable on this point than.

practicing professionals.

Most participants (90%) felt they could use specific methods from the

modules.

27
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7.011,01011."0

i

5 '6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1

TotIlls

PP4IPIP 1 P 1 PIPIP 1 P 1 P,1 P 1 PO*
N

7 9 9 1 0 7 0 1 1 1 1 9 7 5 5 1 6 1 5 4 5 4 5 61 73 134

5 7 6 i t 9 7 6 6 7 9 5 2 1 9, 3 1 0 9 2 8 60 86 116

1 2 1 1. 0 1 1 2 1 2 4 1 2 4 9 3 0 5 3 5 22 26 48

0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 10 4 14

I

,

6 1 1 1 1 1 2 6 1 1 1 0 1 2 10 6 8 Z 6 1 5 5 7 3 5 59 85 144

5 7 5 6 9 7 9 8 4 7 2 8 5 0 6 1 7 5 5 8 57 77 134

. 2 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 ; 6 3 5 2 8 3 1 7 1 4 26 25 51

0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 2 1 1 0 0 0, 0 2 8 3 11

,

i I

2 5 0 2 , 2 2 8 5 6 i 6 1 2 2 6 1 2 3 1 7. 35 30 65

10 '6 1 1 3 9 7 4 3 1 7 4 8 '5 1 2 1 6 7 5 3 57 52 109

0 5 3 6 $ 3 5 6 8 6 3 , 5 2 6 6 8 5 5 3 6 40 56 96

1131'4801 3 5 2 4 5 5 3 7 1 6 1 4 0 3 18 52 70

Module'

1. What are your ocrall reactions to this

module from lop NI point of yield?

At lease 76% of the module helped me acquire,

mid practice thc Skills, on which It focuses.

50-74% of t0 module wad useful to me.

26-49 %. of the module was useful to mv ,

£08 than 26% of the nodule was u8ef4 thc

material is wt relluant to my wrk

1 What are your overall reactions to this modul

,
from the point of view of guidance Teople in

general?

At least 75% of the moile will help partici.

pante acquire and practice the skills on

which it focuses.

50-74% of the module will be useful to them.

25-49% of the module will be useful to them.

Less than 251 of the module will be useful,

as the material is not especially relevant

to guidance progrdms.

3. How ?2miliar was She information'in this

module?

At least 75% of the material was familiar to

me,

50-74% of the materia/ was familiar to inc.

25.49% of the material was familiar to me.

Less than 26% of.the material, was piliar

to me,

*

+
Because Modules 1 and 2 were orientation in nature, this information was not col ected on them,

IsInservice settingMesa Verde and Grossmont combined. P=Preservice settin -.Dr, Gysber's U. of Missouri class,

37



.44

Module*

1. Rave you had previous.learning operienoes in

the knowledge atd okille covered in thie

moduli?

Yee

No

If yes, check the types of previous learnilge

Preservice courses through a college 'or

university

Wbrkshoprand/orinservice

Reading On your own

experience on the job

6. Did you feet that the module helped you acm.

quire and practice skills 80 that you are now

well prepared to use the in your work?

Yes

No

6. Could you use specific methods from thii

module to Oprove guidance, counseling, place

ment, and/or follow-through progiums in your

school setting?

yes

No

3 4 5 * .6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Totals

14 pflpIPIPIPIPIPIP1p1p1PComb.
)

12 15 12 11 12 12 16 10 9 9 13 10 10 6 13, 8 12 12 9 2 11E10 223

1 4 4 ' 8 4 7 4 9 8 10 9 '4 12 2 11 2 7 0 7 34 84 118'

10 1? 6 7 3 6 7 8 .5 5 8 4 4 3 9 6 1 9 6 8 65 68 133

2 a 7 2 9 4 9 2 4 1 8 2 7 2 8 1 2 3 1 6 57 26 83

4 3 1 1 6 3 8 3 5 2 5 2 2 1 il 3 5 2 4 4 57 24 J1

1 1 2 8 2 9 3 1 5 4 9 3 10 3 7 3 1 2 9 3 5 5 94 30 1/4

12

i .

16 11 14 16 18 18 16 16 15 15 16 12 12 9 12 U 12711 12114 269

1 3 5 5 0 1 2 3 1. 4 3 3 1 7 6 7 3 7 2 8 24 48 72

..

12 18 16 17 16 18 18 16 17 18 15 17 1 16 13 5 13 17 8 16 13516t 307

1 1 0 2 0 1 2 3 0 1 3 2 1 3 2 4 0 2 1 3 10 22 32

,
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Because 6e Grossmont field test was so smch more ,substantial t n the

Mesa Verde one in termg of numbers of partictpantuand amount of_t4e asked

of participants, a folloa-up data collection was conducted there two months

following the workshops to gauge effects that occurred during that time.

Thirty-seven of the original group of 47 participants were reached in this
,

effort. The remaining ten were unavailable due to transfers or conflicting

schedules. This follow-up involved twotypes of measures: 1) short-answer
,

tests on the modules an individual studied; and 2) An interview with eath

participant, using a structured interview form which fOcused on:

Progress over the two months on plans developed at the workshops.
s

Positive and negative changes in programs resulting from the workshops.

New planning as'a result of t e womkshop.

The form also gathered information or1i suggestions for improvements in the

workshops, side effects, and general reactions. These will be reported in
,

the section on reactions to the experience.

The short-answer test was also administered to the college class, at

the end of the quarter, for all modules. The follow-up interview seemed

inadvisable, since these participants had no setting in which they were work-'

ing to gauge the practical effects of the experience. The results of the

test in both Grossmont and in the class are-summarized in Table 5. Table 6

summarizes the results of the two-month follow-up interviews at Grossmont.

Three comOusions seem apparent from Table 5.

No one in either setting did consistently well. This suggests a

weakn4ss in the test. It measured just knowledge, while the modules'

main thrust was toward skills, and this may account for much of this

problem.

Students generally did betterlian working professionals. This may

reflect their general test-taking skill; their chance to study which

inservic particiPants were not afforded, or a genuinely greater

knowledge*of the modUles''content.

Lack of any response was a problem at Grossmont which was absent

jn the class. This reflects the "captive audience!' nature of the

Jass. It also may 'reflect a greater degree of resentment and resistance

both toward the test and the workshop experience on the part of the

Grossmont Participants.

Table 6 applies just to Grossmont. It suggests several conclUsions.

1111%
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Only 40% of the participants wrote up plans for applying the module

to.their school setting.

Forty-four percent of the participants felt dieir school program

had improved as a result of the workshops. Forty-seven percent felt

it had not.

Thirty percent,of participants felt there were negative effects

of the workshop.p..62% did not feel this.'

Plans made in the workshop had been followed to varYing degrees,

Suggesting no clear pattern of use or disuse.

Fifty-foUr: percent of participants had ,developed add ional plans

since the workshops, suggesting increased activity in this direction

as a result of the workshops.

4

4 1
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Correct % Incorrect,

Grossmont Class Grossmont Class

MODULE 1

Items

1 79 100 18 0

2 91 100 6 0

3 73 94 21 6

4 61 76 33 24

5 82 94 15 6

6 88 94 6 6
7 82 100 15 0

8 67 65 30 35

9 52 59 39 41

MOORE 2

1tems

10 79 94 18

11 91 100 6

12 70 88 21 6

13 91 96 33 24

14 '61 88 15 6

15 63 94 6 6

16 82 94 IS

17 / 85 91 30 35

184 82 94 39 41

MODULE 3

Items

1 91 94 9 7

2 73 82 21 18

3 64 53 36 47

4 73 82 27 18

5 64 71 27 29

6 36 24 64 76

% No Responsm : Correct % Incorrect % HO Response

Grossmont Class

3

3

, 6

6

3

6

3

3

9

3

6

6'

3

6

3

3

9

`15:

Grossront Class Grossmont Class Grossmont Class

MODULE -4-

tems

7

8

9

10

11

91

91

45

91

61

71

71-

94

' 94

76

MODULE 5

Items

12 82 35

13 91 94

14 . .64 76

15 36 53'

16 73 76

MODULE 6
(1'1

Items

1 19 100

2 56 65

3 44 29

4 33 41

5. 67 35

6 44 29

7 56 88

8 100 100

MODULE 7

Items

9 33 53

10 22 35

II 0 29

12 55 88

13 33 59.

\I

9 29

29

36 6

6

18 *4

9 65

9 6

.21 24

45 47

18 21

11

33, 35

44 71

66 59

33 65

33 71

44 12

9

18

9

33 47

44 65

67 71

11 12

33 41

-33.
\

33 1.

33

33 ', ,,

33
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p,

(t)

Cortict % Incarect % Mo Response % Correct

Grossmont

% Incorrect lb Response

Grossmont C1ass4 Grossmont Class Grossmont Class

mommumilNlk.
Class Grossmont Class Grosseent Class

ltss

MEE 11

Rems

1 30 .41 50 59 20 1 14 24 86 76

2 40 82 40 18 20 2 43 59 51 41

3 50 76 30 24 20 . . 3 100 82 11

4 50 76 40 24 4 71 59 29 41

5 29 65 51 35 14
11,

103OULE 9
6 43 65 29 35 29.

item 7 57 82 29 18 14

5 70 100 30 11 100 111, 14

6 40 94 30 6 30

1 30 71 40 29 30 NODULE 12

8 40 76 30 24 30 Rees

9 60 94 10 6 30 9 43 94 29 29

10 60 88 10 12 30 10 57 94 14 6 29

11 50 65 10 35 30 11 71 100 . 29

12 60 76, 10 24 30 12 57 100 14 29

13 43 82 29 18 29

NOME 10-

Rex

1.3 40 82 10 18 50

14 10 41 40 59 50

15 30 53 30 47 50

16 "30 41 20 59 50

17 40 88 10 12 50

18 20 94 30 6 50

19 20 53 30 47 50

20 50 94 6 50

44
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IABLE 6
4

(continued on neXt'i)age)

Followup Interviews Grossmont

1. For each module, or set of modules, you completed in OCtober, you were
asked to outlisne a plan for applying to your own school setting the -

skills you developechand/or practiced in the workshops.
*

a. Did you write up a plan, , yes no * T
(i) for each moduJe? a% 57% c

(ii) for each set of modules? . 32% 54% ' t'

t'

6. Did you think about a Oan but not write it up,
A.

(i) for each module? - 0% 38%
(ii) for each set of modules? 19% 32%

c.s= is there any aspect of your workshop planning not considered by the
above questions? If so, please summarize it:

4

Tido peOple (5%) ansuiered affirmatively, and eight others (22%)
offered some explanation for the Zack of planni,ng they had done.

40

2. The purpose'of the workshops was to help participants develop practical
skills that they could then use to improve guidance, counseling, place-
ment, and f011ow-through programs in their school settings. We.assumed
that by encouraging participants.to formulate personal and team action
plans for.their schools,-the workshops would havemore practical relevance
to their needs. Please explain why you didn't become involved in.this .

planning activity. [This item was designed' only for those individuals who
had not responded to item 1.]

23% of participants provided such explanations here.

3. During the two months since the workshops, have you personally experienced
any improvements or par4cipated in improving programs at your school:that
you believe were direct results of the workshops?

Yes, 44%
No 47%
No response 9%

a. Please describe what you feel was the most valuable result.
(i) What happened?

All 16 participants.who anawered affirmatively
were able to provide.at least one example. In aZZ,
43 examples were provided, or an average of 2.7 per
affirmative response.

Where percentages do not total 100, certain forms lacked any response.

34
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Table 6, c inued

4. During that same time period, were there resulits that were not positive

but yet were direct effects of the workshops?:

Yes 30%
No 62%

No response 8%

. a. Please describe each negative (or neutral) result. First, let's

take the one that stands out most in your mind. ,

(i) What happened?

All 11 participants wh6 answered affirmatively were
able to provide at leaSt one example. In aZZ, 26
examples were provided, or an average lf 1.5 per

dffirmative response.'

'During the last two months, to what degree have you been able to follow

the plan(s) you made in the workshoPs for this time period?

i.
1-

Implemented at least 75%.of what was planne0 d 16%

Implemented 50-74% of what wais planned 9%

Implemented 25-49% of what was planned b 6%

. Implemented less than 25% of/what was planned 28%

No response 41%

,
/

t.

. purtng the last two months, 0 a result of the workshop have you developed

. .
,additional (or new) plans to/improve guidance, counseling, placement, and

follow-through programs in your school setting?
/

Yes 54% /

tp No 41% /
/

No response. 5%
/

a. If so, have we alrep(dy summarized such planning earlier during this

interview? ,

Yes 8% /
35%/

'No response 57%/

b. 'Please summarqe your additional (or new) plan(s).

Nineteen participants (52%) provided examples of new plans

they hadlmade.

47
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Impdct - Eeacti..6ns)to the Experience

While some of the information provided in t e previous section touches

on reactions to the workshop and classroom exper-ence, iVprimarily deals

with theresults of those experiences in terms of measurable gains in

knowledge, skills, and program improvement. tert\ain items on the 1) Partici-

pant ReactiOn Form and 2) Followup Interview Form\sample reactions more

in terms of attitudes and feelings. In addition,\3) feedback received

through more infOrmal .channels, thrbugh the debrfe.fings in the workshops and

final class discussion, provides useful informati4 of this sort. These
*O0

three categories of informtion will be summarized\here.

The first six items on the Participant ReactiCn Form, responses to

which'are summarized in Table 4 in the previous sec\tion, all have a partial'
. .

slant toward feelings and attitUdesl. Overall reaction to the workshops,

past related experience, and increase in usable skills are all touched on

there. A review of the responses presented in that ection might be useful

at this point. The third category, increase in usab e skills, is covered in

items 5-6, which also ask for examples to support th given respon§es. Item

7 samples desire tc improve programs, item 8 asks for,unanticipated effects

(positive or negative) and item 9 asks for criticisms\of the module and

suggestions for improving it. All the comments from these five items are

summarized in Digest 1. Because of its length and detail, this digest is

contained in the Appendix.

The way information from comments made on these five items is

summarized is as follows:

First, by item. Thus, all,comments made in response to item5
are group, followed hlt,x_commens from item 6, nd So on.

Within each item, comment- ere.0.4ded among the three settings
in Aich hey were gathered: Me0 Yerde, Grossmont, and Dr. Gysbers'
class

Within a given,settirig, comments are listed by modUle, beginning
mith Module 3 and ending with Module 12. \

Thus comments are included for every module studied at each, of the thr'ee

settings, for all five items-. Each comment has been edited\to the bare

message, and reference to specific individuals has been edited out. In

addition, the'yes-no response totals are given for items 5-.8. Item 9 is

open-ended.

36
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It iS almost impossible to provide a useful summary of this digest. It

is l pages long, and contains hundred§ of individua4raeXamples and insights.

These fall into the five categories defined by tiie items, namely:

/ .o Skills acquired

Methods/useful at participants' own settings

Improved desire lor program improvement

Unanticipated effects
/

w,General:critici§ms and suggestions

The majority of these examples are positive or neutral (simple examples of

skill's or methods), reflecting the positive yes-nb tallies to the questions.

The last two items' reflect a More negative response, particularly the last.

This is logical,'as this item asks for criticisms.

A general difficulty that occurred with preparinTall three digests

was the brevity andpor fragmentation of many of the remarks. While many of

the least understandable comments have been edited out, some remain. Thus

where the reader feels a frustration in making sense of certain comments, this

was a frustration shared by the editor, not caused by her. This may represent

a comment in itself, suggesting something about either the.ability or moti-

vation of tne participants.

The follow-up j,nterview was conducted just at Grossmont. As reporte00""

in the last secti n, it focused on the implementation of plans developed at

the workshop/positive and negative impact of the workshops, and additional

planning activities carried out since the workshops. Three items on this

form,provoked largely feeling reactions to the experience. Item 5 asks for

ways the workshop planning could have been more effective, item 7 for

unanticipated_side effects (positive or negative) of the workshops, and .

item 8 for final comments and suggestions. .

Information from these itemsare summarized by item. Each indi-

vidual's comments have been edited down to the essential message, and names

of individuals have been edited out. Each paragraph represents one indivi-

_dual's comments. The_questions are presented first, along with results of

the yes-no rating preceding the comments for items 5 and 7.

Again, it is very difficult to provide a useful summary of the many

comments presented in Digest 2. They do fall into the categories suggested

by the questions:

Ways in which the workshoPs could have been better planned and conducted
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Unanticipated-effects of the workshops

General comments and 'suggestions

the majority of thevcommenis in the first category are' critical', quite

logically. Those in the.second and third categories are a mixture of

positive and nega;i7ve. They geneeally reflect the pragmatic orientation

f the participants.and their concern about what Oactical achievement's

made as a reWt of the'workshops. The only way to gain a real

- understanding of the feedback is to read through the responses themselves.

DIGEST 2

F011ow-up Interview

5. (a) Is theve any way(s) your workshop planning could have been more
effective?*

Yes 56%
No 19%

(b) If so, in what way(s).and how could we 41ave heZped?

Doesn't 'think it helped. Too much autonomy in district; counselors
resist change.

Things beginning to happen- slowly)but need to get over resistance.
Too long. One good coordinator. .Cut down module.. Only used activities
meaningful to counselors. Too much time. One coordinator very inflexible--
bad reaction. Module 10 had little continuity.with Modules B and 9.

Make it more specific. Write.)objectives More in line with what one
could actually do. Less abstract.'

Too much flexibility: Helped get all sorts of skills. Group leader'S--
freedom of choice, uncomfortable with material. Choices not made on
basis of group needs. Bad to skip parts of modules. Felt that research
went into package. Bad with state department people leading modules;
not.that knowledgeable in area, more political, soqa.l.

Too much time on things already done. Could have been done quicker,
simplified. Vocabulary ambiguous; redundancy. Paper pushing.

*Less than 100% totals was due ito nterviewer lapses in recording the yes-no
responses, not respondent failure to reply.
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Digept 2, continued
411-

Two groups in one room bad--breaks concentration. Noise, bad facilities.
Suggests reading outside of class. Varidus reading speeds,^chaotic. Skipped
thing's.

/Should have answered needs of participants. Imposed. Should condense
materials to use less time. GiVe out ahead of time. Spent too much
time reading.

Stay out of tough political situations. These made it hard to judge
materials on own. Give out matdrials ahead of time.

Workshops should be shorter so school responsibilities don't lapse.
Should actually produce instruments/products participants could use.

xercises not clear, some badly designed, Some good; liked
:i'ftflSdom numbers exercise. Noise problem--hard to concentrate. . Screw-up !,

in debriefing .time was annoying.

Could have been done quicker.

Not much opportunity to work on "strategies" area.

'-Nothing practical'from Orientation--a ltttle terminology. Needed,
evaluation workshop in 41.1 areas. CoordiTiation among staff not too
helpful. Much repetition; too basic, a rehash.. Coordinator ramtled.
Too long._

Coordinators inadequate. Too long. Lack of understanding of profes-
sional level of participants. Coordinator talked down to by people with
more experience and expertise. Coordinators put $eople off.

Workshops didn't relate to needs. District-wide definition bad--
too many variations.

Too easy, reading. Liked cartoons. Groups OK. Preplanning and Orienta-
tion bad. Hostility before started.

'Anythirig relating to Master Plan (MP) and district personnel bab.

.Shorter sessions. Time wasted. Should do homework at night.
Implication that what people'are doing now is "all wrong" is bad, turns
people off. My school is an example--worked hard last year and got no
credit. Deal first with principals--they were in the dark; felt that
they'd been had.

I needed to attend more modules. Vocabulary was bad. Jargon a
problem. Principals and vice principalsneed to be sold on it before ,

MP written, not after. We feared this was going to ba imposed by district
guidance director; school losing autonomy.

Space sections out, have people produce things. Situations were
contrived. Timing was bad. Should have dovetailed MP and AIR's package
more effective1y. MP will lay down and die. New superintendent.in favor
of local autonomy; this is good. No understanding of local operations
by district guidance personnel.
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Diget 2, continued

. .
7. During:thv last too months, have you experienced any unanticipated effects

(pcsitive or negative) of the workshops--ones that you haven't described
,Jaready?

104
!"

Yes 49%
No. 43%

If so, please describe them.

Resentment against district guidance personnel. They imposed things

we didn't want. This should have been voluntary.

Frustration. Meeting time required. Thrashing thrOugh what to do.

Professional contacts with other counselors were good. Easier to get
information from other schools. Got less than hoped for from workshops.
Negative reinforcement.

Better understanding of goal,s and objectives helping-in school planning
process. Not too active yet.

Contact with other district counselors. Lost time on job. Frustration

level up.

Pursuing affective reading. Enthused--this approach doesn't have to

be complicated.

Crystallized idea of outcomes. .Some materialAood. Increased

vocabulary to impress people.

Increased load. Created frustratiOn.

Not enough time for everything.

Contact with other personnel was good. Lost time on job, which created
problems with students. .

No tiMe to do anything along lines learned in workshop. No follow-

through--no.one at my school to establish priorities and take leadership.

Concern on Counseling staff's'being behind oVier schools in accomplish-
ing organized planning.

Attempted to change counseling priorities to focus more on'vocational
needs,_of students. No clearcut impaCt of workshop.

Interaction among people positive. Solidified negative feelings on
district implementation and developing areer guidance programs.

Animosity joined people together. Learned some good restaurants.

Leary of district-inservice. 5 "
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Digest 2, continued

More involved in career education and planning..

Frustration resulted in-district personnel 'staying away from schools,

altogether.

We're talking about redesigning facilities. Renewed commitment to

career development.

8. Aank you for participating in the workshops and agreeing to help us with .

this follow-up. Please let us know if we can provide any assistance to you
.in the future. Are there any final comments or suggestions you care to

make.

Feels school administrative resistance to type of planning discussed

in workshops and Set out in district,plan. Meetings not productive

enough. Enjoyed workshops immenselyr-scientific method of doing things,

get away from in school (assessing student). Personal pain and frustra-

tion due to counseling department decisions and reversals. -

Philosophical difference a problem in the counseling department. Much

resistance. Group not much of a team. Feels more qualified due to work-

shop but can'tdo it alone. Positive about workshop but needed more time

on practical Oplications and less on philosophical issues. -

Bewildered'. Workshop very helpful, leader patient. Doesn't feel as

competent in planning and career development. Too much asked of counselors.

Frustrated being away from office and students. Felt positive about work-

shops.

Staff not a team, argue a lot: Frustrating. People dragging heels.

Shortage of money limits what can be done. No time tradeoffs. Need

encouragement.

We now plan more precisely what will happen in class units related to

guid4nce. Get into classrooms more. Will be responsible for classroom

evaluation. Skills aren't that developed yet. Need more reality exposure.

'Some materials good. Action verbs in Module 6 good. Few materials

practical like this. Need tp see cost effectiveness at work. Negative

feelings toward district guidance personnel. Won't always be there

while counselors will. Reaction form futile. Follow-up knowledge test was

micke4f Mouse. Cynical feelings toward experience.- . *

Planing time is time away from students; however, feel positive about
workshops.

-
Beneficial but piecemeal handling of Phase 1. Backlog of counselors,

recommend evenings or weekends.

Felt out of it (new to school).

5 3
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Digest 2, continued

Not enough time. Impressed With leaders' fielding of questions. Drop-

in youth center, family counseling centers, truancy preventionkis over and

aboveijob.
*

Materials good, well itten. Relevant to decision making. Wants to

see final report. Resents MP--not directed to student outcomes.

Idea great. Bad timing, Modules good. Nice informed outlook. How to

use materials. Problem kids will destroy any system.

.

No basis to judge provam involvement. Orientation bad. HostiliAties.

Not very productive.

Gained personally; no real program improvement. Basic idea good.

Frustration. Negative oward MP; don't need. Workshops showed how it

developed, lent more respect for it even if it is impraftical.

Leaders likeable but low key. Not sufficiently task-oriented. Modules

could have been covered more quickly. [Not negative] Could have covered

material more effectively..yaluable; will help implement school plan more

effectively.

-Came in hostile, now more willing to promote changes. Workshopa helped

me to see what I should be doing and what I wanted to do. Will be more

impact in 3 months; come back then. Training we received was needed.

Better direction to go in.

Positive about planning process. Concern with accomplishing goals.

Problemc,of priorities and getting time to meet them.

One coordinator was good--another was disappointing, not as well

organized. Not an intellectual type so didn't get into planning as easily.

From business world, not education.

More district participation needed instead of outsiders. Workshops

intellectual to point of being stuffy; should have been more down-to-earth.

Not well organized enough to get teams working and planning together.

Haven't done it since.

Lack of support for change and/or evaluation--np one to give ideas to.

'Administration hostile to MP., .Apathetic. Exercise in futility. Low

priority on accountability. Apathy in counseling. Should have gone

through one complete example for each phase. More attention on getting

administrative support for planning needed. Should involve teachers.

Conflict exists between school and district administration on presentation

of MP. It was forced on us.

Too intellectual. More time and exposure needed. Haven't used any

m4erfals yet, but when need to plan, will have materials to do so.

Part of workshop too intellectually draining. Not enough time.
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big,2st , cor'7quca

Positive about impact. Some basic ideas, doing some planning. Didn't

like the way district organized workshop and planning. Like to see another

follow-up on a weekend.

Stress on behavioral objectives can be a semantic exercise.. Didn't
understand how workshops fitted into MP. Ordered to go. Bad timing.
Hostility interfered. Examples and exercises insulting, not practical.
Some.discussions effective but role hasn't changed due to it.

Resistance and hostility from counselors. Forced to go. Timing bad

(Not AIR's fault). Felt if I didn't do anything, MP would go away. Learned
to write performance objectives but haven't used them yet. Felt good about

training.

Too fragmented; should have been exposed to all modules. Needed more

time. Forced to go. No one treated me as an expert on Modules 11 and 12.

Got people moving. Workshop pace too slow.. Should have capitalized'

more on counselor's knowledge. Should have been voluntary. Lack of

teamwork follow-through after workshop. Could have started with school's
needs assessment data and then considered information in modules.

Profited from interaction with coordinator from state department.
_Modules could have been done in a shorter period of time. Time wasted.

Can't do both team planning recommended and regular.tasks.

No noticeable influence of workshops. Guidance programs I'm writing

have no relationship to wqkshops. Workshops should have been a result

'of our needs. Forced toAo. District-guidance.personnel don't 110ten.

State department personnel not inVolved in school'coposeling.

Negative feelingstowardtestand ish ops. Negative feelings. aheadAfrl'

,

of time due to experience with TALENT (AIR project). Resistance to district

personnel. Counselors can do planning. Don't need AIR.r

Needed more information in advance about purpose of workshop. NegatiAt

feelings toward whole atteMpt: Instructors nice people but not for train-

ing professionals; were dull. "
,

Plan already developed. Workshop too late, but gradual enthusiasm.
New administration stifling, frustrating; no time: Working with other

schools not helpful. Using AIR materials instead of MP. This wrong.
Unfortunate that Department Chairman didn't attend (due to previous commie-

ment).,'Had sOme hostility toward-one coordinator. Another was great. .

District's plan incorporated nothing of our new school's plan.- Acting
, as if nothing happened. Like coordinator to return to get things off

tne ground. Career center and'help at our school .is.good.

Need for simple English. "Subset optimization" is ridiculOus; turned

people off. If approach simple and-clear, will be good and-vital.

Materials'don't deal with present inability, to obtain jobs. Different

'work ethic with )0wer classes, high diemployment. Neat ideas but imOractical.

Hostile toward one person, not AIR; felt sorry for AIR.
_
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Digest 2, cont.inued

Subject matter good. Presented badly,. Instructors OK. Bad situation--

iMposition of MP.
,

District transiency very highlaproblem for career counseliny. Shpuld

have been briefed in advance of wYrkshops. Bad political situation resent

central authority. More AIR investigation of ocal school,meeds needed
before delivering programs.

, -

While the reactions that have been Summarized from the Participant

Reaction Form and FoZZow-up Interview.. Form are quite extensive and detailed,

the impressions one leaves asworkshop or class wtth are usually formed from

more informal and random comments. Debriefing sessibns of one to two hours,

following the workshops, were held at both Mesa Verde and Grossmont,,and _a _

central function of these was to gather paticipants' immediate reaction&Ao.,

the 4i,xperience. Similarly, a class discussion at the end of the quarter in

Dr. Gysbers' class allowed for general reactions to the modules and the

learnirog_experience, 0 _forums_mustlae

considered data of ailess rigorous andtrustworthy nature, they do form a

body of information.;worfh including.

These comments are 'presented for e3-0 of the three settings. They

haveAlen edited down to their essential, message, and references to specific

indtviduals have been edited out.

The comments are generally negative in tone in the two inservice-settings,

and in smile cases hostile. Partly tHlts is a natural reaction to being asked

for reactions and criticisms at the end of an experience. The human mind

naturally focuses on problems and possible improvements. More than that,

however, it provgd a yenting experience ior participants' dissatisfactions

and fruitrationSome felt they had had little say,in their participation,

and that what they had gained'had not _justified the time away from the job.

It is probably the case that those most frustrated and nostile were mOst

vocal.in these debriefings. Inservice participants were far more positive in

their reactions, although they also 'cite certain frustrations ahd dissatis-

factions. Again, the only way to gain a real sense of these reactions in any

of the settings is to read through the individual comments themselves.
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Digest 3

Reactions Reported During Debriefing Sessions

Mesa Verde

The content was too basic for this group. The conceptS are at a high
school level in many cases, and these are largely well-educated people in
this area.

When asked how many in tRe group had taken, away something new they could
actually use in their job, about half raised their hands.

It was suggested that the modules are more useful as a resource to turn
to than as an educational vehicle.

It was suggested that the modules would be more useful if they required
the actual production of the end products in question (a needs-assessment
instrument, performance objectives, an evaluation instrument) as people worked
through them. 4mplY'learning the process or how to do this seemed trivial.

Little real in-depth knowledge was actually presented, onCe one waded
through the jargon and figured out what was actually being talked about.

The ModuleS Would be more useful if they related the process they
about more directlY to a practttidner's problems.

\
There, was nothing new in the modules--and some of the old was made

confuting.

\ "If anyone in charge of a program doesn't know what's in those books,

they're in trouble. Mayne they would help someone starting out at ground
zero, but they're too basic for anyoneWho will be in a responsible position."

,\The prograM might be OK as a refresher or resource.

AIt's presumptudus to suggest better planning,and evaluation as an
answer to problems, when those in the field are pointing to everything but
this asthe probiem. When specific problems are pointed to (like drugs, or
the 'ne0d for better career education) it.means we need help, with those, not

that the Whole program is falling apart. Mho are they.anywaY, to tell us
better planning is the answer?

We make an assumption that those in the field can't do these things.
They may not be doing them, but it's-not because they don't know how, it'S-
because they lack the time and resources.

The summative evaluation module talks about needing to make,hard judg-

ments and eliminate ineffective programs. While this program has redeeming
features, sg$ does anything, including a pile of .dog shit (sic). Let'§ not

be so damn,g0nerous. This is bad.

45

5 ri



Digeet 3, continued'

The evaluation instruments only allowed for extreme responses at the
end of the continuum (minimally competent, very competent; Coordinator was
partially helpful and partially a hindrance) or grouped two or three questi
together with only one response possible. ('Did you have a chance to acqui
and practice...')

You can't estimate your responses in precise percentages, like 'from
50 to 75%.'

"I never really got a chance to evaluate the module, to say, 'This
module taught me nothing.' It took me lower than.I already was."

Time was very pressed for filling out the evaluation instruments: Why
did AIR plan the project with no money to pay participants for field testing?
What kind of planning and evaluation design is that?

We expected help in doing a Oetter job on career education in the
school. The Modules had no relationship to our needs.

We preach assessing needs, but no assessment of participants' need!, was
done, even within a given module. In many cases we were asked to spend end-
les hours on things we already knew.

We never got a clear overview of how all of the modules fit together.
I still don't understand.

The modules don't meet our needs at all. -Why weren't these sampled
first?

The terminology was different and difficult. _yrocess and performance
objectives are confusing. There seemed to be variance in use of language
betvieen modules (this turned out to be because of the confusion between per-
formance and process objectives).

The language was too research oriented, full of oblique terms, circum-
locution, excess verbiage.

Embedded clauses were common. This makes for'hard reading.

"Give us just the summaries. 'You're trying to make ten books out of one."

In most cases the concepts were simple, but we use different'terms for
them. Often we were being asked to use new labels for things we already knew,
and this was the only learning going on:

In some cases coordinators were ill-prepared, were just a jump ahead of
the group. "I resented spending time with an ill-prepared coordinator."
(This was contradicted by some als'o.)

Have the coordinators summarize more of the information, eliminate much
of the reading.

5 3
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Digest 3, contlnued

Grossmont

You gave us "pie in the sky" at the beginning. You promised totrmuch.
, We needed to know more of the limitations and constraints. Working in the

real world is very frustrating. .

We arrived the first dly already hostile. We were pushed here, scheduled
without our choice. We had no say in whether a Master Plan would be developed.

Local school administrators are the key to this working. We needed to
.knqw they were committed to it before we started.

"I feel like we threw away a lot of hours without knowing what happened."

The workshop would be better in the summer. It's hard to take time from
school.

. The Master Plan is too big and.complicated. All the instruction related
to it. The hostilities to the first transferred to the second.

The inservice should have come before development of the Master Plan, or
the two should have happened simultaneously.

The approach is-scientific and sound. It's better than flying by the

seat of your pants4, which is what we're doing now. It's not new, however.

It's what common,sep0Viictates.

Modules 8-10 (Phase 3) are simplistic to the pointjof being 'ridiculous.
Parts of them are badly done, particularly in Module 10:

The vocabulary Was bad. The concepts are siie, so why not use simple

terms. Educators have,gotten so they reject "educationalese" out-of-hand.
'Outcomes, student performance objectives, sub§bt optimization' sound
absurd--they just turn-people off.

Too much time was allowed. Half-day workshops would'have been sufficient.

and better.

Every participant should have received a complete set of their own m ules.

The modules talk down. We were asked to gauge our competence before. we

began, without guidelines. We already are as competent as the modules.demand.

(Comment from woman in Phase 3.)

The self-assessment of competence scale allowed no medium point. it goes

from 'minimally competent' to 'very competent:,

The module on objectives was excellent. I learned useful, practical

skills in a way that made clear what had been fuzzy before.

The leaders ofien seemed unfamiliar with the materials. Were they

given any training?
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PILIct 3, oont:I.nued

The exercises were repetitive.
the skills.

e needed one that would include all

School District or schools receivihg the inservice must coordinate
agendas with the State or AIR--there seemed to be two different agendas ,, one
from AIR and one from Grossmont.

Materials were heavy with verbiage. Many common words were used in
an uncommon sense. Examplethe many, uses of the term "environment." "Sub-

set optimization?".
= .

Format of modules should;be designed to be reaa separately from the
activities. Thus they could.deriv' hands. of participants before workshop.
_There was not enough time tb read arid interhall2e.the materials in the work-

,
shop. .

. .

'

..,
;4 . . i 1

;Ve must be-made aware th'at ell buttorties of these,.modul es wi 11 reflect
.4 0

.VilInconsistenCi es' of iqe 'cOaklinafoi-s. - ,

tOordinators for:the.,,m0t .part wer competed-and helpful faci 1 i ta tors .

091;e0-, they appeared td,be..pnfamiliar with.the materiAls ih soMe instances.
.if,

.. ,,

''..., The orientation, Could. be shOrter--reduce to hal f40ay:
i .. ,

Orientatidp-4epeakag Where4 school or distri.(els ip ttieir planning
//prorsess an oppartunity'shquld- be'ogiVen for-,,:thee par-ticlpOts -to vent hostil ity.

.). A. general feeling wait eZpressed, ipae this was one of the .r-scflts of the

orientation.) . \,

1
' r ;

,...

1

- ,

, a. .

-..

,

Tfle greatest,problem7,7agreekupom9ay conSensus. Of t4 groupwas that
AventY IfiVefg;Orit of ithe distrilt .0an Alas nat gênerated or planned by
the gu3Mance spnnel..\at 14, School levels .. bdt was laid tpon them.

I '',

4;

O' ,

grail s sok91oubt as to-the. quaritilty aiicrlual ity of the:Ask) l 1 s ga i ned

-cr7om,-., se modtige:t, '

-
_-.. . i : A ::IL1 , ! se . : .:
, ' . ;rk n

4 ' 0. F '
There neede!to -be some:yste tqc.,explailn ,,eiii phase-anO.° each module

(skill cdntent) befQre orieritatiop arid before the selestion prOcess.
,I . .,

*
TP ,.,,,.

.., 2
A

Eipla4n fn advanceflhat4the partic.iparets .Will, get, mit of it--how it

Nelates, to.their piwogi-am ,4e4.,,Masteeljan).

=e,..'17. ::= - .

, A ...

0X441.how ski
1

Ils ,are. necirary* for. mei hia i ning programs as wel 1 as
- -,

° 4. or creat4t4ei -

, -. . . :. :.-,-: tt' , * .* , , .c

,.. .4.-uri entäti on Should be an orientation (itwasn't). What the modules

contai41 should,. be known. before orientation" (pri.tited page- or two). Spend

MihimUm amOupt of time ow expjainingmodules:. Get t-ight into the process,

. workTng thrOgh the first tWO oduleS. - y --,, -

. ,

0
-

.
SeleptIons were made oeCInvepien'ce T6ther,; th'ap_interestdon' t know

to a4itd this.
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Dig 'et 3, continued

/ Suggestion: VP take all modules to get.overview and furnish articulation.
IHdividual counselors take a few modules on which they become the resident
eXperts. Some said 11 & 12 could be done in oneday; others said they needed
three days. Suggestion: Do 8, 9, and 10 in two days--use third day to put
it all together in terms of local Rrogram.

Too much jargon--especially 10 and 11.

References to earlier modules (which participant hasn't covered ) is
confusing and frustrating.

Use whole package; disadvantage if you haven't covered earlier modules.

Workshops should be in summer; if in school year, should be in Noiember
or April.

I
'

Reduce theoretiCal emphasis--get down to how it really applies in a
,real-life school.

/

Modules 6 and 7 use foreign language--you need too much time determining
metning of terms.

Address each module with a quift gestalt, then identify s'ome practical
concerns and address them by following the process through ster by step.
The activities (some) are unreal--lack relevance.

Modules would have to be rewritten to be self-instructional. Suggestions:
Cover two modules in one day--second day, apply it, train VP's to go back
and work with their staff on a continuing basis, instead of training Indians
who will forget much of it before they get to implementation.

Use,overheads for definitions, etc. at beginning of module and for a
checklist at end of module (or chapter) to re'view what was covered. Should
train administrators and teachers.

Best to have a team from a school, Antluding teachers and administrators.

(Facilitators:)

Personable, but some didn't know the materials well enough--couldn't
answer questions--lacked expertise.

Some facilitators didn't really help with content, though they were
good group leaders.

Need the same facilitator for a full joha,se; lost time bringing second
facilitator up to where they were.

Need to give more and better examples.
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Digest 3 continued

Dr. Gysbers' .Class

The nuts-and-bolts approach is good. Things are broken 4wn into steps
and activities. This is good..

Both the content and process of the modules is,useful;t1 y have a
practical outlook. tr.;

It's a little hard to maintain interett throughout. They arse kind of-12
huge thing. But it's a useful process.

There are things anyone can take and use. The needs assessment approach
tn Module 3 is an example. 0

Some of the activities are not real practical.
\

\.
The modules did provide a practical sense of what a gbidance program is.

\

They give a good overview of some of the changes that need to happen in
guidance.

I'm not ure the modtles will produce.change.agen'ts. They will produce
people sympathetic to the process, but not necessarily leaders of (Others
in the class disagreed with this.)

It is not impossYyle to carry out such a process.

I like the accountability idea, measuring accomplishments in c ncrete
ways. This would be effective in talking to administrators.

I'm impressed by the amount of work required for any change. It's a
very detailed process.

The modules make you look at,,things realistically.
\

There is too much eMphasis B career counseling at the expense of personal
counseling and self development in the modules.- .

\

I need a summary--a condensation--to tie all the bits together better.
One book with 12 chapters. (Others expressed a liking for the module format.)

-We'd like the materials tO be made more generally available.

The terms are tough. Even among various groups,in guidance they va\ry.

I need a.more specific time line for how this whole process would work.

\

Need more of feel for inservice settings when done in college class.\
Questions on postassessments not Weative--just regurgitations of what's in
module; no combine/contrast.

6 2
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Influencing FL.tors

The ideal field test would be one in which the only significant un-

controlled variable was the one under study. In this case that would be the

impact of the dules And workshops on the participants and their. programs.

Unfortunately, pure tests are hard to come by. This was a particular

problem in this case.

The kinds ifw_variables affecting the impact of the field tests were

many, but a few stand aut.., Four will be discussed here:

The Coordinators of the,modules

The facilities in which the workshops were

The scheduling of the workshops

Factors in the settings affecting participants attitudes

It seemed clear from the start that the qual ty of workshop leadership

,available to go along with the materials would b -crucial. We therefore

decided to collect related information qf two typ s: Coordinators' 'feelings

about the participants, and participants' feelings abdt7t the Coordinators.

The first waS1 done through a fiveitem rating scale which asked-the Coordinator

in each module to rate each participant in that module on level of partici-

patipn, helpfulness
%
and practicality of comments made, level of interest, and

quality of products. The participants, in,turn, ,as a part of the Participant

Reaction Form they completed for each module, were asked to rate their

Coordinator on seven items, Ancluding ability to present information, sum-
o

marize points, lead discussions, and give corrective feedback, and in terms

of general knowledge of the module topic, preparation, and organization.

Tables 7 and'8 summarize the information collected on these topics from the

inservice tryouts; it seem inappropriate to collect such data in the pre-
.

service,tryout.

There seem to be no dramatic conclusions to be drawn froM these tables.

Coordinators were generally rated quite highly in both settings. Feelings

about oordinators generally paralleled those about the modules, suggesting

a strong link between the two, and the impdrtance of the Coordinator's role

Phase 1 rating of Coordinators' was higher in Glosmont than ir Mesa Verde;

Phase 3 was lqwer. The comments made about Coordinators (included in

Digests 1-3) seem to provide more insights into this variable than do

,the ratings.
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1, How would you assess,3.86

this person's yrti-1

cipation? (Four-

point rating scale:

top4;

3,40 3.29 2.75 3.23 3.83 3.29 3.11 3.50 4.00 3,11 4,00 3.73 3.17 2.10 4.00 2.67 3.40 3.39

,

2. How would you assess

the helpfulness of

this person's

comments to the

group? (Three-point

rating scale: top-3;

bottom-1.)

2.86 2,60 2,64 2.25

.

2.69 2.86 2.43 2,86 2,30 2,67 2.33 2,80 2.73 2.67 2.22 12.80 3,33 2.50

,

;

2.59.,

3. How would you assess 3,00

the practicality of .

this person's

comments? (Three-

point rating scale:

2,60 2.85 2.61 '2.83 2.71 2.51 2.57 1.70 2.67 2 45 2,80 2.91 2.67 2.11 2.80 2.67 2.80 2.69

top-3;bottom-1.)

4. How would you assess 2.43 2.20 2.57 2,00 2.50 2,57 2.43 2.43 22 2.50 2.25 2.80 2.55 1.67 1.80 2.80 2.44 2,40 2.36
the interest this '

person showed? (Three-

point rating scale:

.

top-3; bottom-1.)

5. How would you'assess,3,93

the quality of this

person's products in

this module? (Four-

point rating scale:

3 00 2.71 2.50 2.77 4,00 3.17 3.29 3,(0 3 67 3.45 2,40 3.00 3,40 2.40 4,00 3,22 3.40 3.18

top-4; bottom-1.)

1

AVERAGE 3,22 2.19 2.62 2,99 2.86 32 237 2.43 2.98 2,90
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to present information.
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2. The Coordinator's ability h.00

to summarize points in

.the discussion and/or

0 readings,

3. The Coordinator's ability 2.9

to lead the discussions,

I, The Coordinator's ability 3,00

to give cgrrelctive feed-

back on the skill build-

ing activities.

0 5 The Coordinator's

t4 general knowledge of

the topics in this

module, .

2.9?

E The Coordinator's 3.00

preparation.

7, The Coordinator's 2,77

general organization.
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3,00 2.33 2,801 2.78

2.83 2.10, 3,00, 2.78

2.83 3.00 3.00 2.83 2.50 3.0012.0
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2.72

2.76

2,14,
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2.75 3,00 3.00
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= Grosimont; M\I = Mesa Verde,
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The second influencing factor that seems worthy of comment ,is the

facilities in which the workshops were conducted. At Mesa Verde, these were

classrooms and a lecture hall in the high school. .At Grossmont, they were

a large meeting hall id a Methodist Church, located fairly centrally in the

district. No comments were made by participants at Mesa Verde.regarding the

facilities7-apparently this was not an influencing factor. While it did.not

seem a major factor at Grossmont, a few comments were received of a negative

nature: Chief among these was the fact that module.t had to be cOnductetl

simOtavously-at two ends of the hall, and that 'noise from one was distract-
,

ing tdpdrticipants in the other.

Schedulipg was a fat' more important factor tr.,' both settings. In

Mesa Verde the afternoon-evening sessions proved a serious problem. Parti-

cirants repeatedly complained of fatigue and simple physical exhaustion at

being asked to work through a module from 3 to 10 pm after putting in a

full day at sgnool. While this problem was avoided at Grossmont, where re-

lease time was made available.and sessions generally ran from 9 am to 4 pm,

the time of the semester was often mentioned as- a problem. Counselors were

still workng 'on changing schedules for students, and also still getting

things organized for the fall semester (the workshops ran from September 29

to October 9), and resented taking time away from these tasks% At both

settings, the length of time requested of participants was viewed as some-

thing of a burden by many. They simply were not used to taking more than

one day at a time away from their usual tasks, and felt uncomfortable spend-

ing the time required.

Finally, the attitudes participants brought to the workshops, based

either on local factors or on interaction between local factors and the

workshops, were ail influence. We hoped to have the workshops be a voluntary

ventwe for any given participant. Leaders in both districts were anxious

to have as many of their staff as possible go through the training. In one

instance some of'the participants were actually "drafted," and in the other

pdrticipants felt a degree of pressure from the central administration.office

to attend,'and while they,were not required to come to- all wor*Shops,.4ke

required to attend at leas,Vkan orientation. Related o this, in neither

setting were participants .g-hien a very good understanding of eX6ctt1y whet

the workshops were all about prior.to their first actual particiiation;,nor

were their needsnassessed to determine that this staff-development was what
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they wanted. Added to this .Was the fact that.paeticipants generally had

busY, hard-pressed schedules to meet, and needed tFlorough motivation to take

,time away from their regular tasks. Or, looking at this from a different

viewpoint, they were used to operating in a "crisis" mode which made them

reluctant to step back from their usual duties for. any'reason. (This common

crisis orientation to guidance is one of the very themes of the modules.)

What this resulted in was a lower level of motivaticw and comMitment (in

some cases) than would have been desirable.
411.

Finally, the Grossmont.district had recently,developed a Master Plan

for improvement of guidance sfn4ces in the district, and some of the person--

nel in.the individuall schools fiattnegatiye feelings toward this. They did

not understand it and resented what they saw as an encroachment on

their autonomy by a central administratiye authority. The workshops developed

) skills thought to'be related to the implementation of the Master Plan, an0 were

accompanied and organized by this central authority, and there.was a trans;-er

(:)f feeling from these sources to the workshops.

These facto all contributed in various ways and to various degrees to

the attitude participants brought with them to the workshops. There is no

intent here to blame or excuse-zin fact, problems such.as poor orientation'

and lack of needs assessment are in part a reflection on the project' and the

amount of preliminary contact with participants it insisted upon. Rather,

these factors reflect the fact that we were woricing An the real world,

where "pure" tests are hard to come by. And while' these factors did play

a role, they do not-make it impossible,tp giraw conclusig

materials field tested or central questions the-project

out the

tTying to answer.

To summarize, there were four types of influencing factors that played

a role in the workshops:

Yfhe Coordinator, of the modules

s The faciliti *Which the workshops were.heid

4 The scheduling of the.wor shops

Facoes in the .6.t.tiligs affecting particip nts' attitudes



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS

Drawing simple conclusions from complex information is a difficult and

risky process. As one wag put it, "Every generalization is a theft from the

-truth.", That is what will, be attempted here, with the knowledge that such
6 ,

conclUsigns would require endless qualifications to be truly fair. We are

aware of this shortcoming, and we ask the reader to be aware of it .also.

Threg'general types of conclusions seem possible:

AnlanSwer to the research hypothesis set out originally I.

The audience for which the "prototype" is most suited

ImproveMents.that could be made is the "prototype' and its delivery

The research hypothesis, stated in the introduction, and boiled down to its

essentials, is that guidance personnel who have experienced a staff development

prototype series of actiVities will demonstrate significantly more program

development competencies and more positive attitudes toward such program devel-'

opment than they had before this experience; Thilpte are thus twb.parts to this

hypothesis--the competencies and the attitudes:'.Let's look at these separately.

At least as far as'the subjective reactions recorded in _this study are

concerned, participants did improve their program development competencies.

On their rating of themselves they improved an average of .47 points on a'five-

point scale at Grossmont, and an average of 1.18points in Dr. Gysbers' class.

Coordinators rated inurvice participants as having achieved the majority of

module objectives. Most participants felt that at least 50% of the modules

helped.them to acquire and practice skills useful to them, that those skills

would be useful for guidance people in general, and that they,were novivell

prepared' to use those skills and related specific methodS in their own'school

settings. In short, to the degree the measuremen't is acturate,it can be con-
.

cluded that moSt of the:participants felt theymproved, s f their program
-

development competencieS and.coordinators substanliated opinfons.Allow

"significant" these improvements were is a matter of 'de,l'hition'of.the term

"signifiant" But it is-our recommendation t.* the,.,pettype developed and

tried oUt_on this project 'be .continued and bUilt on to.iMPove tcOMpetentiet

of guidante personnel in the future. :More objettive 00 on immediate and.: ',.;

ifollow7up skill acquisition should be colleCted in subs'equent field tests'Of

:these modules.

The data are much less-clear in theirsugg ions,abrout pbSitive change

ly positive -in regard 0i6 attitudes of parlicipants. Examplg a

7 0,
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feelings about the development of 'useable-skills. Desire to improve prbgrams

was increased Somewhat in GroSsmont participants, but not dramatically. This.
.

variable was'not measured in Dr:Aysbers' class because the participants

lacked a personal setting in which they-worked. Anticipated effects and

general criticisms and suggestions reflect a mixture of positive and negative

feeling. The follow-up interview at Grossmbnt showed 56% of the respondents

.felt the workshop could have been more effective, a'nd a mixture of positive

and negative unanticipated results and general comments and suggestions'? The

majority of comments received in the debriefing sessions were'negative, and

in the inservice settings, some were outright hostile. The,preservice ende'

: of-quarter class discussion showed fairly positiVe feelings, with a sprinkling

of negative ones: To summarize, many positive and negative feelings were

evoked, and it seems impossible- to clearly conclude the "significantly more

positive attitudes toward program development" were demonstrated. The results

were very mixed on th46 count. -It is our recommendation that in any.future

applications of this prototype the'factors. contributing 'to the;negative

reactions be carefully controlled, and increased effort be applied lb this

aspect of the tryouts.

Some useful clues about the audience for which theprototype is best:

suited seem apparent. Competencies developed by preservice prrticipants

clearly outstripped those of inservice participants, at least by their own

estimate. Preservice participants were less famf+iar with the information
_ .

in the modules beforehand, art had had fewer previous learning experiences

related to the tobics; this seemed- to make the experience more worthwhile

for them. They teste0.higher in the post knowledge exam. They provided

generOly fuller and more4ositive comments on' the Participant Reaction

Form, and seemed much more pOtitive in their debeiefing at the end of the

experience. Their lack of a program of their own may have represented a

disadvantage, as-it may mean these participants lacked perspective to judge

their ability to achieve the program development called for in the modules.

NeverthelesS, thit seems to be outweighed by other factors. The prototype

seems better suited to a preservice than an inservice audience. We recommend

that possibilities in this direction be actively pursue8.

. Improvements could be effected in both the materials and delivery of

the prototype. Chief examples in the former category are:
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Orienting the content toward a more s6phisticated audience for
inservice applications.

Strengthening the practical orientation for inservice applications

Shortening and simplifying textual sections

Simplifying the vocabulary

Upgrading the'kUality of particular phases; 1.e., Phasm,34ond 4

Improving the evaluation instruments .4tt
A _

Chief improvements possible in the delivery of the prot,type are:,

Improved orientation, combined with an adequate needs.assessment

Improved training.of the Coordinators

Improved facilities and scheduling for the workshops

Designating some of the workshop tasks as homework tasks and allow-
ing more individualization

'Careful selection of settings to avoid before-the-fact negative
'attitudes

Administertng the prototype to only a genuinely voluntary inservice
audience

Ve recommend that all these improvements in both categories be'effected in

any future application'of the prototype.

9
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-'5. mOn you'ieel thatAhe mochi \12.4edp6it acquire-and practice skills so
# thatilou are:now, wetZ-P2;41ar4i(tose them in your work?

.,MeSa Verde - GroSZ' nt Dr. Gysbers' Class

127 Yes 24 No 142 Yes 48 No

.

If yes,.give at Zeast one example. .

Some typical responses:

Module 3

A

Grossmont

In some areas--random sampling.
Use'of samplingqechnique(s)/in-asseSsment of job performance. k

Now I have material I can.OSe to better myself aS a person and especially
help my studentS..,:

.

..',
.

It helped develop skills'in selecting the population and weighting the
responses by arriving at-prearranged decision-rules.

Defining the population iri an educationel setting.
Sampling techniqUes.

Dr. Gysbers' Clats

Y1'
Excellentlon defining goals.
Sampling methods, and putting the process together.
Ouestionnaires.
Helpful suggestlionon how to word questions used in surveys for needs

'assessments.

Helped me practice statistical procedures. Glossaries in each module are
good; it's good to know just what a writer means.

How to begin to start an effective guidance program.
Nov/to transjate data. .

The format for assessing desired-outcomes is consistent and explicit.
However, time-consuming for inservice guidance staff.

Random sampling.
Translating data into desired outcomes.

Note: Mesa Verde did not participate in Modules 3 and 12.

A-1
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Digest 1, continued
Item 5

Module 4

Mesa Verde

Helped place effective goals in proper perspective.
The use 'bf sampling techniques in order to gain an overview of .large

amounts of input.

Grossmont

_

Construction of 'outcome" or-iented test items.
Measuring allocatio4.6f: resources. Analyzing-inVentory'instruments--item

.selection.

Any help towards improving the guidance department will help the student.
I feel examples were too .much alike, nd opinion played too large a role.

Too Much gray.
Counselor log idea%

Dr. Gysber0 Class

Helped to get a clearer picture of what is specifical,ly involved in even
a casual current status assessment.

Questionnaires and,checklists.
-___J__19eve1oping new termi(nology and teaniques ih titess-iffig the 1Sresent status
of a program., = - ,

Daily'Coun;seling LOg.'

Logs to determine-resources and assessing student need by useOfithecklist
-andiquestionnaires seemed helpful.,

Time/task/cost analyses using:analyzing Counselor 1os.
The forms in the section can be, modifftd-ahd ,revied' to lit. neeas of other,i

prop s, for student needs or teacher needs for pertOnal,eValuatiOn.

Mesa Verdt

Prioritizing; classifying; P=V1K
A method for prioritizing goals.

Grossmont

Revising own questionnaire and sample survey.
Writing of goal statements--categorizinb them--setting priorities.
Selecting a model in.which to classify goals. Wording goals and objectives

to beioutcome explicit.
Writing goals with student outcomes.
Identifying needs.
Can now work with/revise the 'Mlaster Plan.
I think I finally understand goals and objectives.
It helko me learn how to

t
classify goals and establish priorities of

counselor duties.
Comparing current status with desired goals.

A-2
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Digest 1, continued
Item 5

Dr. Gysbers' Class

The techniques used to evaluate planning activities.
Keeping goals practical and feasible.
Goal setting priorities.

Considering information for identifying needs (like desired outcomes
and current status and theirdiscrepancies).

Classifying goAls.
Identifying the kinds of information needed for program goals.
cOecking what you think are ugoodl goals against a pre-ordained classi-

fication system, just,to keep yourself on the track.
Drafting Goals activity appears to be designed on a practical plane.
Desired outcomes assessment and current status assessments.

,Step-by-step explanation of what should be included in a program goal.

ModLile6

Mesa Verde

Clarification of thought.
Develop curriculum for career classes.
I 'learned a new hierarctly for ranking levels of learning:
Did not learn extra or new knowledge.
Set up objectives for writing skills--using ABCD.

- Grosmont

Writing performance objeCtive& for a Career Guidance Program.
The breakdown of howhto orite. an objective helped. Understanding what

performance objectives consisted of helped in the idea of a test.
I now know the four components of an objective., When I am directed by

edict to write objectives for my work, mine Will pass the criteria for goOd
objectives.

Thinking in terms of student behaviors ragr than procet.S.
I'll needpuch more practice--the module t will be a great reference

book. I am ale to, discern good objectives from poor. '

The specific components of writing outcomes and objectives have giveh me
the knowledge to feel confident that I can correctly write applicable programs.

I am in the process of-redistributing counseling dutliks. between five.
counselors. We will do this in the organized ways outlined' idenOying
needS-and meeting,objectives".

Dr. Gysbers' Class

, Like the emphasis on students--just a general like. y
Areas of student development: Educational,'vocational,
The discussion of factorOinvolved in:objective writing.
There are not enough opportunities to write and evaruate good objectives.

This takes a lot of practice.

7 6
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[-:gest 1, Jontinued

!tem 5

Distinguishing goals from outcomes.from objectives.
Ta write student outcomes.
Module provides some good points that are helpful to follow, especially

the ABCD.

Determining student outcomes, stating otljectives'for student performance
in my program.'

Activities quite facilitative in helping acquire skills necessary in
writing student performence objectives :(though'I must say, these voc. ed.
people are, difficult to qeal with. Good experience, I suppose!). ,

'Reworking objectives. Wouldn't agree with,all the "Action Verbs." I

prefer ve0s that are more measurable than "recognize,"
The mnemonic device devised by Paulson and Nelson (ABCD) wA very helpful ,

in writing a good objective.
4Being better abTe to sequence the objective. -0

Module 7

Mesa Verde.

Terminology and, organization of thought.
I will be able to select a teaching strategy from a list of strategies

in an organized manner.
Acquire a littleMaile than I knew before; Practice -.yes; was already

using it in class

Grossmont

Be cognizant of alternative strategies.
This will courage ne to take another look at mhat I am doing and mhy.

wheel s nning, Lets me get to the point faster. I believe :

h stude may be more practical if I can help them establish
- egies, are available to them and under what circumstances

VI make final decisions. Puts a tool.in their hands.
.be able to develop program .strategies for our school.

T e strateqies we wrote.for one objective using the four levels will
r for other'objectiies.

I will look closer at criteria for my decisions.

Dr. Gysbers' Class

Using the group process in reference to staff members to help select
program strategies was very infprmative.

I feel that I am more aware, Of the_possibl-e
: This module gives me practice in rationally selecting alternatives. This
can be more systematic and thus more efficient.

Good reference material.
Implementing objectives.
Looking at the alternative prngram strategies, 1 believe, dyes one

total picture.

The criteria for the choice of a strategy is mell defined and very easy
to apply.

A-4
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Digest 1, continued
Item 5,

40Writing criteria for considering alternate strategies for iuidance
objectives.

Being able to generate many strategies as opposed to only a couple.
It helped me.develop a 'list of possible strategies that I Can use.as

a check list when I am teaching.
Recognition of the use of a decision rule is great.help if you are

interested in making consistent decisions.

Module 8

Mesa Verde

Probably more confident in what I'm doing.
Time/task/talent chart.
Stated what I already knew in different words.

Grossmont
n,

fit

Pert charting.
See application activity objectives, workSheet, and "pert" chart on

field trip.
No it didn't help a lot. Yes I feel well prepared.
Assist in organizing college advisement program and graduation.
I need more pradtice in order to be effective. *-
Time/task/talent charts.
Defining scope of problem.,..itemizing steps in process to accomplish a *task.

Or. Gysbers' Class

Thlactivities in general helPed to pull it together.
It helped me to become familiar with details I have not yet experienced

in a sthool setting.
I like the structure anAgpxamples of the Process Objective Worksheets.
How. to implement stratelres--time/task/talent chart.
It helped me.practice skills I hod acquired previously (PERT). -The

activities are excellent.
Task delineation.
The specificity concerning task developments was helpful.
The Process Objectives Worksheet was a big help because you were helped

with the organization of the es.sential parts of the.objectives in a sort of

fill-in-the-blank procedure.
Gave very specific and good examples of "Tasks, Conditions &Criteria."
Writing_grotess objectives.

_

Module 9

Mesa Verde

I feel the actual application is somethtng want to do-
"Doing" gives me a.prattice thus more feeling for what I'm doing.

Clarified staff use.
A-5
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Digest 1, continued
Item 5

Grossmont

I'm better able to synthesize my,thinkiu as to staff responsibilities.
I'm not werrprepared, but now I could WFite staff development objectives.
In providing a written model on which to project the activity and.skills.
Relate staff skill to behaviors.

Dr. Gy,bers' Class

Acquiring a better understanding of all the tasks related to carrying opt,
a particular strategy.

This module seems to be more relevant to the work of the Guidance.
Director than to the individual staff members.

Finding staff development objectives.
I feel the module dealt well with the handling of staff in the .transacting

of information, developing objectives, information sources and resources of
staff development. Strategies heJped a lot. .

Developing staff performance objectives.
The emphasis again on the four factors (target audience, behaviors,

'conditions, criteria) is made very clear and becomes quite useful.
Giving rists of places to obtain information from.

Module 10

Mesa Verde

Already familiar with concepts.
Defining ongoing evaluation methods.
Development of better assessment techniques.
Strategies to apply to pilot testing.

,

Grossmont

This will all depend on who (administration) will be doing these i;ctivities.
New light on importance of how you select your sample for a pilot 'test.
When and when not to pilot test.

Dr. Gys.bers'oClass 11

Dividing up objeCtive so you make sure you get all parts.
The glossary has provided new phrases,rdefinitions.
Good reasons forwhy to have test pilot.
When to pilot test.

previous skills.
1 think module gave me some background on pilot testing the program and,

monitoring the data so that revisions can be made early in.the Program format.
Good idea to include information of the co'sts of,an actiVity.

I don't feel this module gave me the competencjes which the previous
wiules did.

The "internal logieo questions are-valuable in assessing any activity.
Estimating costs.

A-6



Digest. 1, continue'd
Item 5

Module 11

Mesa Verqe

Cost effectiveness ratio.
I will now better be able to evaluate some of my course objectives.

Qrossmont

Presentation of data to public.
In a department survey to be given next spring.
Computation of cost effectiveness.
Selecting a testing instrument.

Dr. Gysbere Class

Selecting_and develbping instruments.
Very useful in poibtingtout'the different sources to retrieve informa-

tion on instruments. -

The cast-effectiveness .ratio is a very important concept.
Evaluation desApn,
The practicalities of choosing a random sample.

Module 12

Grossmont

I learned the difference between summative and formative evaluations.
DAT testing program report now in the program.
I believe I could conduct a summative evaluation.
Report writing.
With Master Plan.
The most useful module because it taught us to report our decisions.

Dr. Gysbers' Class.

The logieal way this chapter was laid oui iMpressed me with its usability.
It went throdgh the important aspects and put them in a form that can be
used for later reference.

I was already prepared in this area.
Giving a present4tion before a group.
Developing communication strateOes (content, format, AndAophisticAtiva_

. I believe,that I can present a more appropriate presentation because of
the "Varying Communications,StrategieS".section.

No one ever mentions communications. Glad some one did-.

S
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Digest 1, continued
Item 6

6. Could you use specific methods from this module to improve guidance,
counseling, placement, and/or follow-through programs in your.school setting?

Mesa Verde - Grossmont

139 Yes lo No

If-yes,,give at least,one examp

Module 3 ,

Dr. Gysbers' Class

168 Yes - 22 No

Grossmont

.Working towards desired program outcomes.
Questionnaire development for needs assessment.
Find out whpt students wants or needs are.
-Alumni* survey.

By developing a supportive and involved advisory board to help in
desired outcomes assessment. Also use sampling techniques to get at outcomes:-

I hav'e method +mitten down and I can refer to'these'to improve.the -

guidance program at my.school.
We plan to adMinister a questionnaire to all freshmen In October to gain

some insights before we meet them in one-to-one meetings.
To implement the "Master Plan."
Would need to be implemented by administrative personnel.

: Dr- Gysbers' Class.

Defining goals.
Most of the methods for conducting- and assessing desired outcomes are'

quite feasi4le jn my opjnion.
,

. The whole step-by-step'procedure was very helpful.
Conductin0 sampling surVey.
Oefining...the population.

The card:sort seems to be very useful in determining.needo.of" st),Idents4.

The lists of needs helped to'focus on actual desired behaviors.
the samplinOethods..

.

,

7

Thern carOort:would be'a Very .0g:fin method especiallydn the
collegeor uniVersity level.

.

,_Setting up an advisory committee; selecting and samplinifra sample;
-ifselecting And developing an instrument.-

Lotteqpiethod:
- Setting up an ongoing:advisory council:.

EValOating,ydbr program, setting pribrities,.eliminating.poor methods and
techniqueS and improving, your program overall.-

. 7

A43,

t

81
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Digest 1, ontinued
Item 6

Module 4

Mesa Verde #

A Method to assess needs and develop a program to reach desired goals.

The method for assessing available resources.
Types of tests to,give--relating them to what you want to learn.

Grossmont

Adapt counselor log to data processing form to use a tool or-instrument

in time, task, and foliow-up.
Counselor log.
Measuring current status of students.
AWareass of desired outcomes and its relatiolihip to present (student)

status.
It gives me ideag of how to determine where We are.ahd where we want to

go and be.

Dr. Gysbers' Class

Career Maturity Inventory. I would like tO.know more.about tllis instrument.

Time/taSk/cost-analYsis.
The keeping of a daily log-

),

Developing asessment,instruments
Daily counseling log ind Missouri student needS assessment.

Getting information.
Logs, questionnaires, onecklists.
Studentassessment instruments.
How to summarize and analyze current resources. How to.devise outcome.

oriented and objective statements for assessing current assesSment.

By using the counselor table onedias some analyses to show admihisteators,

20 others, how they spend,their time.
It showed me the necessityof carefully designing questIonhaires uSing an

outcome oriented approach rather than a process'.oriented approach..

Module 5

Mesa 1./erde
...

Getting my priorities in order.
A method for classifying goals.

Grossmont

Determinihg what percent of time will be spent in what activities,

In setting goals and priorities.
Setting up goals and objectives that could better Substantiate our "reason

for, being." - 8 2
A-9



Especially in setting up new programs.
Hopefully,in implementing Master Plan.

.Digest 1, continued

Item 6

Real-ly-opened.up thinking more than anything.
To set priorities via the Master .Plan.
A toot to, rank and prioritize counselor dutigs; current status vs.

desired pOtcomes.

Di. Gysbers' Class

...

ABCD is really good.
Classifying goals.
Working withpriorities according to asSes5Ments

,I believe that the part A setting priorit4es_'4,44ortant'on
program. . .er,ii

.4.:...2.. ..

Classifying goals acco.rding to some .scheire. A
.,.,- Classification System (AIR);"checklist.for well .writtengoalt.

,.,, 4he section dealing with goal development, more Specificallyin regard
to job poSsibilitYes;and placement.

This..Module gave clear, step-by-step (more or lest'!) information.on.
establishing prpgram goals. I felt that the examples were veryt CleA)and
instructivé.-,

,..

4 s.'

any job

Module 6

Mesa Verde

InowTiting course units for teaching.
Training aidespi; employed persons not familiar mith it.
Writing awareness, accommodation; and,action objectivesifor varlious

courses.

Organiiing work schedules and task assignments-.

Grossmont

In deielopment of neW goals and-objectives:
*Using 'action verbs to identify outcomes rather than. vague geneialities.
How'to help other counselors and teachers to use goals and objectives-

and the nee0 for performance objectives (testing of results).
MoWe.has assisted in bringing to focus the need to plan and establish

objedtiffes 'which can be measured.
J have a better understanding of our'district-Master Plan in guidance.
To get fresnMen to know all of their production rbquirements by the

time,they have been'in class in thef fifrst semester.
° C011ege-bound students now recetve an inordinate arriount of attention fr9m

one.counselor. He is going to be 'forcecrto identify'his.studerits' Reeds,
outcomes, and objectives. By identifying:the audience, behavtor, canditiops,
and,degiee, he will alter his approach to,service all of his students in an'
drodnized and effective war.

1 Ir
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Gysbers' Class

. ,..

Having observable outcoMes sometillitg that is usUally pas'sed over,as)1,ndt-being important,
.

Adtually specifying stud rmance objectives.
Nothing is specific enou fo ule., .

'performance objectives c eful in both vocational development a'nd in
decitiok-making programs.

.... (A
'. Categorizing student objectivesjtKrough

the.educational, vocational, and
3 ains.

.

,

egorization exercise as to whether the outcomesiare "awateness',
*.bn; or action-oriented' may be useful in determining if future
re spending their energies equally between the two.

sing the available banks of dbjectives.
:SfatingoutComes:-

.

.-

Digest 1, continued

Item 6

oSikile' 7

41esalYerde

7

CoOpilirt a large list.of idance.strategi ,rom which teachers .could
6hoose to meet:their testi-ling jectives.

Planning and implementation of strategies.
Plan,guidance).,.. tram identifying most appropriate use of strategies;
1. could uSe mere,fsin inservice or in daily counseling.

_Grossmont

,,,

A vehicle to pring about sharing of ideas to form "menus" of possibilitiesand,need for compOmi§e.
-I can force others to activeljg question what they are doing.
Determining strategies. for .thE. Master Plan.-
Group session with counseling staff to Atermine strategies,'..
I see the tool crea04_0 great deal moreprganization. Much.of.Wis, Ihave- been using froMMyjOrining in social woek,. T have n been.able to

label or.organize it, hdWever.
,.

4,
. ,

Try-to get counselors to think of othertrategies. that Mjght be 'used to
. improve our department, Like,. .hoan-coqnselors havemore tiMe to think
;, about how we can' be better courOlors.

Better use qf my time.. -;.
.

,

-Ou? department needs to ,brainstorm. .e.must be a'better way!
,

Dr, Gysber's" Class

Becoming mbre.acutefx aware of the strategies.which at* presently being,used in career guidanceiprograms,
;the 'menu" of strategies js a valuable reference.
Surveying strategies%
The breakdown in.the four steps for'AeCision making.



qigest 1, continued
Item 6

The whole idea is helpf0,b4t it'Could all (the total course) be pre-

411
Gave steps to use to 1obk.4 the program strategies and help decide which

strategy Would be the est,in terms of time, :Cost, and creativeness.
Method of choice 4bod;h9TPs to narrow down the selection process.

. The ideas of ways.to,Weh students for getting theM career oriented.
I will probably use thi!,s information in implementing a guidance program

0 in my future occupational.setting. Being able to select a specific strategy
will preVent any aimless-wAndering from activity to activity trying to find'

tented in one module.

one that works.

Moddle 8

Mesa Verde-

Not specifically.atientedto guidanceskills apply to any program. .

Assigning responsibilityt'S generally done on a much more simple level..
'I can get staff members to .adopt.the process involved I think tOey

will b ome more efficient in their work.

AlirossMont

*
. . These hethods are practical needs to be met in any guitnce project-7-
and are built in for the project to flv. .

. Assist in onganizg college advisloment program and graduation.
In identifying tasks relating to a strategy. J.-90 v
A5

V
i4egullines for implementing any specific str egy.

sl)ers' Class
o

"IA

Only general organizing abilities.
,

The section on scheduling Trocess objectives was helPful,
PERT and Time/task/talent chart are very beneficial. '

Assigning appropriate staff to objective which they are most skille00
interested in doing'. 4

Suggested methodS of detplwining the skill levelltitor Writing proceW...
objectives, of staffipembers Muld be used to improvrIll educational oro-

, grams, not just guidance. 4

Module 9

Meia Verde

Gives a total pict 2leads to developm?nt 4 programs in 4n organized
manner. ,

Many items..were 41ready being used.
The method could be used to improve.any progrAm. I don't undimptand the

focus Onluidance. I real.* it will help it aAlhis method wouldhelp any
program.

A-12'
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Digest 1, continued:4-
Item 6,

Grossmont

Interestipg. gutdelines on methods of "delivery".for strategies.
,

4iWe will i 1ffiement Grossmont Master Man.
Developing, some inservice training programs.
Use of stilif to broaden, counseling outreach."

Dr..Gysbers' Class

I like the structure of the worksheets, especially the one dealing with-.
"Delivery Methods."

Staff implementation and appropriate use.
The format for iting objectives is very useful.
Delivery method or staff development.
Staff developmen hecklist.

Module 10

Mesa Verde

Measurement techniques.
Methods of monitoring.
/go, I could not:

Grossmont 4

11 develop cost analysis:°
Improve career center.
Monitor ongoing programs Pilot test Aprogram
Planning the generalistrqegy fdr pi ttsting.

10,

Preparing for a pilot tst w informati
'X%

Checklist. 0

Velop,irelatively accurate estimate of the cOof
nce actfvity.'. T
sing process objectives methods. r NV-

r

program for a Work Experiepce Program.

Dr. Gysbers' Class

Module 11.'

Mesa Verde '1

.The concept of quasi experimenta1.1,
Cost analysis; decision malgtilg.'



, .
.,..,,...

Specific.tYpes of instruments t 'beé for evaluation.
,To work .with other PPS personnel Onvthe. '101an..,'

Evefuation of the department.survey.
,$:',,,,,

,

Cost/effectiveness figuri-ng. ;i10,1 .

-.I

Motivates'investigation of currenrprogram rationale
. ,, .

effectiveness.
,,,

,

Discarding ineffective techniques.after measurement.
. ,

Evaluate our role as attendance clerks.

With

gontimied
Item 6

a,

regard to'

Dr. dysbers' Class

Relating program:costs tO prggram effects.
Thgoection devoted to signtlitances was very informative in explaining-the

need tTexamine the educational along with the itatistical significance.

Selecting summary ancLanalysis method.. ,

The. concept of accountability* l3Oncis out'such points as the succesiS of
the program, changes that are necessari,, and whether it should be continued.

Evaluation.
Measuring behavioral changes' iø students.

Mod'ule 12.
4$

Grossmont
', *

,.

Evaluate the work of counseTors at the dance wiridow each a,m

Evaluate total program to, formulate rationale or its ex-Vence:"
.

Report results to decision makers before "the wolf is gt the* o

Programs must be evaluated in order to .be justifide.

.
Development of Master Plan.

- -.Reports to.principal regarding recomMending changes i

Dr; Dysbers' Clats

Section on commnicating is lialuable when you are'in a school setting dealingcth te00ers and par4nts. Section ow audience characteristics is.an Often

e4.ifPgottei) part of reports. Gualt was included.
.JGav e specifid knowledge of haw to wriV a summat4ve evaluation.

Thio1e kooram. , .

el I can Oliver clearer and More cogitse'reocirts.
of sophiStifation of 4e audience',

A visual means of reporfTng.
Presentinj evaluation to CoMmunity.or staff.

-,sk .41 ,
. .

o.0

guidance prog5m.

'65

:A

41
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Digest 1, continue,
Item 7

7.* Are there ways in which te module ineneased your desire to iMprove guidance,
counseling, plkement, and follow-throgh programs'in your school setting?

Mesa Verde - GrossmOnt

115 ,Yes a? No

If so, cite' examples;. if not, explain why not-

Module 3-

Grossrnont.

To implement "Master Plan."
.;, NalidWentification of needs at my:Schoolmy special ed population

lSpecifically., It gives mftk push to implement a scheme to Aebe what students.
-' see as ways I could be useful to them.

It emphas'izes the necessity of being actountable; it provides tools to
identify areas of needs; it provides the tools that can be used to 'measure
accountabi 1 i ty. ,

:. New incentive to develop and jmplement my school's plan.
:Did not increase.my:desire as.it.was always there but did show [lbw it

might, be done.
. *I-No... It still seems overWhelming!

, No:. ImprOving guidance in my sthool'Would take more energy t

u'le 4

10
,

Mesa Verde

:t

4

Needs as etanent.; the importall goals.
.- Measuri e-techniques- techniques for developing aAessMent instruments.

Ma y itflos clartfied;.'1Orward-looking teiiing program iaolvin role
*
schcois needbd. ' ,..,..-414-....,

. 4
GrosilSm)t

ilk -
Anglys by log (time,!outcome, ett.) of where my time is goingIs it.

what I vs Is it the bëst investment of money?
.More coriscious of stir' entikneed" concerning whlat I am now doing and whai I

could or.should be doing.
Counselor logs; examining what we reallyfdo 6ath day and how worthwhtle

it realty is.

A item was not apljcble'topreservicepart4cipts, it did no appetr,
onnaire iven to 11 r. Gysters' class.



0

Module 5

4r
Meta Verde

Gave me hope" throughskills; I saw a basic need far our school to set
priorities. '

The method for awssing cuh-ent status; the method for setting priorities:

DigeE;t .1, continued
Ite#7

Grdssmont

Rewriting my school's plan. We were really fumbling around last year--
did not have any training at all. We still haVea long.way to go.

Better understand total sCope of Master Plan and -i lementation. Feel more

competent in ting and/or 'evaluating goal statementS-.
To avoid lication and waSted eftOrts.

see,the portance of good classfiFication--it dees not appe& easy tO do..
I am exci d ahoutgetting the counseling pr.ogranfto becoMe more systematic.

I- alsiothink it will gercounselors into the classroom.

Module 640

Mesa Verde
.

r got

Self-awareness programs, inclvding,kis'iirg as part of the career educationb 1

ocus. i;
' No. I wanted to apply technigdig more by Ooducing obectives to repla

,

s4eme that we have,,,that live proven inade444e.
k4-feel more comfidefft to Use 'materials; .pi:r..-inservice or a wer questions

for ditcluster staff. , ,..

,-,

-Grossmont

,

Provides an opportunity to change mY job-des lption fieM clericai*work',to
_

working with groups of kids. -...
. ,..v

se,
$--,-

Provides, a means to make classes, more relevant to-kids.
t.

I see how tp. involvethe whale staffand mOtivate Nipple that have not
workedon CareSP Guidance in the past. 1 can see that students need %re
career guidance. .BUT, as department qvilrman for 12 years lip a igadllpf 4$9
cound@leii,411,0/e little time as it'temlkow ta add anything:W. .

4/Points,up need for agreement amdn041',guidance staff as to *at rs .

.really impartant.. Stillesses need for 41rOrogram description which il ava9able, , ,

totschoolVerionnel and the pvblic, ?'il

_

By increaSing awareness of writi, objectives0I'm more comfortabje filth
the-process and feel more willing to undertake the task-. Outcomes Arch can ,

:le measured will reinfor where programs are strong and maybe change mill &
-

4 "occar in we Inv.
What we doing is so foreign eAO mth-at Ijust.didn't get turned on. IAW

4r
MOW, e ou e can be positiVe Wel/el* .

J 1 I may be teppted to woc less at 'affec,tiVe counseling; it is

harder document."----

. 44-'16
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Diaest 1,'!'continued
Item 7

10

It will help me set priorities and measure results. I believe it will
help me put into words that which I do; this is very hard to explain sometiMes.

, I now have a concrete procedure to follow to bring about the necessary
changes to make myself and pmnselors be more specific and accountable. My

.approach to problem solving has been affected; I am a little more confidenX
about the writing aspects of problem solving now.

Module 7

r,

tvightVerde
,41

1'1 a'
N0a My 'desire to_ imove guier ce has always been pretty high.
This is alre%dy bei,ng done, and not becauSe of the modulo. ,

V, To perform staf developily own goals and arrange -their

4.

Mesa Verde

In classroom work; in helping with the inservice.
To helpstudents tO identify alternate strategies; to have, tAe 'skill to,

,use strateglet which can improve guidance.
Programs can always 0, improved. ,

.

N:-_,
.

Grossmont
--17 /t

Prtgpar4ng "packat" 'oi- Programs whic ill permit Students to be4wire
of 41Ornati ve. strategi es' to doci si On in

.

DOtiding whoth.or a ormance can best be achiliked via an
indivtdual or group process% .,..e

-lt roups of counselors 'together to al k and share ideas. f gained
9.1iga sensu nthusiasm froOly 'group fatilitator.

Cleare understandinObf Ethe task ahead:
Better cOntrol what I.,06.
How can:we,loe more students effectively.

:to grow on the job. %V"

Hel p stud4Its expl;ore mOrtl*ailpi. yes7.f1,

(.''.),a1.1 po40i bl eh 1 ternatf06 ' v
::Ai.00lc for preferred al 4.14tivesV

cdpk,,counselors find ime

more .1di'Yeell- in thinking Of

changesubstantiato
insiad of "It woull(be a -nea*t thing o do."

4

Module 8

t,

by. sound criteria

, .

. Grossmont.,:: :.
p c,

. sr% ..,1,;. .'i'*-
Te mod , i n iese'10, does

4, G ing cific objectives ie,ottai-eer Centers. ASsignitng responSi-
lid- , for achidvi_thi abov.e objectives.

. Be more sstmAtic and*Oroanized. *. -*
i-, Better caTeer 6woiering. Good way to breopeup big things nto palanble

bi tes. ; iti-
,

,-.
.

4 4
lk A-17 .
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Module 9
I;

Digesi 1, continued
Item 7

Mesa Verde

To develop an open laboratory for_reading imgrovement.
No. Themodule was repetitious and a waste Of time, time that could

have been spent in developing specific programS for my present class.
It made me aware ofAthe needs of staff; some one'has to do it:

Grossmont

Developing strategies Th our career-center. .
*

How to find the people with needed skills.
..

Desire is hard to quantify.
40

Pointed out the nee tq be orgahized.. Odinted out the need to be very
clear on goals and'objffctives.-

40 Module 10

Mesa Vepde

4

41 ,,,
It gave me an awarenema of some of e undone partste opr. placement

711W ,program. 4 .

'alNo, becausg I already had th es re.
.

.,..; It gave mlilspaciligOethods to filial informationT measurement techniques.
To be ablrto beat, assess studilt needs; to be able to assess whether

these needs are being met.
,

Taught meliigt we need objectives and student outcomes; more adequate
monitoring ofAllgoing and new proOmps.

No; most cf the examples used ihkithe module,weioare now using.
is.

Grossmont 10

;)
'Need,more evaluation. Need to formulate better objectives.
Would likejo develop a postgraduate employment Survey for needs.assessment.
Need to take a gOod hard:look at program logic, :

Cost analysis/effectiveness. (Good stuff.)
_

Added to the frustration of beinglocated in'a status quo gUid4nci;

';

department.

No. I already hall,the desire.
My desire to imperhe theArograms was very htigh,to begin with. It gave

methods such as: cost analysis d analyzing the vdlidity af a program.

s

r
P

A-18 a



Nr.

1,

opige8t 1, continued
Item 7

Grossmont

Guidance work in the area of careers.
Cost analisis. Evaluition methods.
Presenting data.
Need a more student-centered program. Need more on-going evalua.
Evaluation can be used to show staff what is done.
A logical pre- and post-testing, evaluationoand reporting these

results.
We need to evaluate the effecttveness,of the OVIS. We need to evatu'a e

the,effectivenesS of our college .counsaling pcogram.

Module 12

Wou1,0 like to establish peer-coon44$1464.7idliWtOtak0 a mare active
-rolejn working with,teachers in and out 'cif the classrOomsAk

Report results of ittle-known programs. Provide andrecopition
to practitioners thro gh reporting.

fp

I'm anxious t , -eyaluate the advisorship program. I would like to
evaluate the effectivenesrof scholarihk counseirg.'

Module reduirbs mor4 xtud,yr-I do belief. witfr step-by-step mniechanipl"
nuts and bolts 'presentatiAl- .- -410

b

Did.not Irease my desire tb improve guidance; did improve My capability
to do so, I leve.

How tv-effeCtively,collect data, what type of data, and-then to write or --
organize a report.

,

,



Digest 1, continued
Item 8

4*
8. Did you experience unanticipated effecte (positive or negative) of the.

learning in this modul.e?

Mesa Verde Grossmont

65 Yes 80 No

If so, describe them:

Module

Grossmont

Dr..Gysbers 'Class

0 Yes d.4.7. No

r didn't develop the complete understanding of arrivi, t desired .

outcomes that I thought I wouni. It contained areas tha ere a surprise to

ri

mesampling, weighting of sampling, etc,.
.

I

000
.

,iii,.."" I felt rushed'some of the time: Also some assumption Ibout how far along
111,shoOd be, were not on target. A. -

Not as exciting-stimulating as expecte or hopecWpleased" With simplicity
and comprehensiveness of module. , *

j)r. Gysbers' Class .
.,,,*

t."- ,a

It seemed as'if population'sample was a "rehash" of R37P, 'Had.enOugh:
I believe that I-will be better able to judge,the validity of other.

studies. .
.

,

I. think, the series as a whole inadvertantly points At the enormous
:comolexittof starting a program lof ts nature,..and the negessity of,develop-

,
Ing proce

,-
s.

Ai

Positive; it helped me to develop a'critical attitude.
The clser and,conciSe manner of Oresenting_a complex .0ocess.

. .1 didn't think it would interest me as much.asit did.- pm,

Grossmont
,

-2- --1-41 -a-greaier-cies4reAe4te-part---of-ir-teamtvimtriement 1te +taster-Inwn
and career guidance. 1 have a' feeling of-beingtoo slow, or'having'difficulty.
gra l ilap some of matera.

,

. .

*ill force mq to encourage the re*-examination of our roles on theljob .
of material to absoib,in short time:.

positive effectof leaTle .
,

A-20
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Dr. Gysbers' Class
, .

I did'

l

tt think that I would Enjoy,it. ;

k

J am,1 rning, how to ifocusl'on lotcifics in my thinkinb. I' have; r

*hey t thiAl)s in v,ery global, vague terms. ,Glowing reports don't

.e0010in4tr4tors. f f
Iiis can be applied to church setttn46444s6r
I found' that the process for assessing cdrrent status of a program Is ,

a lot more irivolved Oan I anticipated. ,

:le

,litm

Digest 1, continued.
Item 8

Module 5

Mesa )Verde

Again, icbecame interesting is: we got into it:

Grossmont

'

I have new energy to try to -trin about thange:
I received help in =present on-going project.
I feel more competent in writing and/or evaluating goal .statements:
The bitching.sessions may -in the end have 'had a therapeutic effect..

Dr. Gysbers' Class
a

Goal sitting wft4in.my own persOnal life.
POsitiVer Iliad-Overlooktd,tfhe,Aloportance of ettabl

on. limited reSbui-ces and possible TWEk of freedom for c
.

Module 6
-

Mesa Verde
a , .

,e..-z 4., .

4-nAfter a' hard day' s work one l acks ttWwwvivation lo move on or t ci %lb'. , %-.

Znet lest'. By the got assessment I didnirite 010 Rositiiie learning; :44;
was only writin,g togeORIplete so I could ,o, home. -. ."'Ir,..

I was surprised at how.much 'of ,this 1 a1rea0. knew and practicedbut
ncouraged me to use it More inte1ligehtTy than before.- : e

.1 ,A.

Grossmont
,

-. The di spussio eriods were too long. Yob eded,to e

... ___ILpnaglic_aLaniLdevel merit_of specific_skills..,,,, ;141k,T.
There was frustra ion with the iguity of_seOuencing,

r . I. had to 'go Ove"rt t a number of lines and kept forgetting parW
couldn't.seem to tie' it all togetherv.' The,ABCD gimmick copnected ivith objectives

.

40e big help.. 41 . ,

. 'It 'helped Me to, organize ri* thinking. ,.,,,Sharjog vieWs and formation with,

,.' 'other participaots was particularly helpful.: ced me t ccomplish .4
something! e.,, /

1 -

A"VI

vriorities based
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L1gebt i4;411,40m1§,0*0

fifr

negative, doubting attitude which I had was displaced by an appreciation
for what .the 'module did offer. Much'of.the credit for this change of attitude
is due to the.000rdinator of the Module.

. I became :a little ore interested in getting a program put togeiher, soon.

.Dr.-Aysbers' Class

I.was surprised to ind that catalogs of objettives are, availabTe.
' I 'became aware tha I should ."nail down" in my n- courses some of 'the
student 100tcdmes a lit .e More specifiCally, especially in areaS of apOlyin-g
abstract' theory to practical problems.

. ,It made writing objectiCies more meaningful. I' thought it would be -cut
'and. dry but. We .had a good two-hbur discussion on writing them,

Mesa Verde

, -

The' c,o(95any was divine and the dinner' great:
to' use as a resource'.

Grossmont err
,

. .

I became aware of Ow many of.my frustratiOns are shared by others.
_.. There was frustrotion ,at or. toward the- end Of this module.' I'm not Sure

if it was caused by the group ,or theOmodule.
1- got high for a minute. I know what it's like now to work for the

N....:..-.

state department. , , 1
1 I 4ounckthat I really like 'wor)(ing' on stcategies.

,

.

Dr: Gysbersl Class -11:-.,r ',

. .

. .1, .

I reaYized the iMportanCe of establishing a implementing criteria
for selection of objective process,: .

.

It occurred to me that it would be interesttng to take each unit of .a

_. course. and reevaluate the ,teaching strategy .useci_for:each uni t. suspect
I would make seVeral -changes.

.,.

1

I also like the materials

Module

_Mesa Verde
. .

.: ,-,.... .R.e.a.c.t.j_va_feeribaa_at betkinningL-got..-u,s off-an- -th ewee-ng 4-erfot-: i:42

* We' spent a419t of timeagoing over things we alreadyl<new:and- tiOtd-': :

- '4- 1 enec110 Obre career ed; less planning methodology. 'RoWeVbr;. once
accepted th4r, it' was OK."

4

I enjoyed the group exchange.

9
. , ,

toti

A ' :,' . v ' '
A-22.,
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'Digest 1, continued
Item 8

Grossmont

I got to knoW a few people better;, we realizedoe're already knowledgeable.
, I found the Triple I and PERT theciries rather ititeresting. These were

new to me, 4 .

It's much more COmPliCated,than I thought.
I would like more specific examples of holtvalt,this is goAng to.be carried

out.
*

,hard-td. keel.) focused_on 'the objective for he day. The activities
are not always tleIrly relOted. Wthe objectives%

good.envirenMent, pleasant.

rs' Class'

metiMet r feel like a rot of this is 'busy work. It almost seems 'like
uld be so bogged down in process and-organizational maneuveringothat

reach very-few goals.
IRT chaiq is,a system far superior to my'

To Do" lists.
onfusing.

*
Mesa Verde

ss V

After yesterday, I reallyjdidn't expect anything.
--,.1Better than't expected; I will read the module in detaA now.
o'r gained practical inforMation for a specific p,roject.'

Grossmont

The eval4ation of abilities and interests (skills) as illiistrated
material waSiZonfusing. I .am still not certain how one would determine -kills
and4ebilities ib. afreal'situation other than in a subjective way.

Skill:at apply4ng.to pa* wilat I have already used.

Dr. GysberS'

learned the difference betweensetting up a-career fair and helping
the,counselors learn hok,) to do this-

I was unaware ofAhe.large amount (4-sources pf-help anddel4very methods-
for staff.develOpment that are available.

,

Mesa Verde . . ..
. 4. 1

.
;

4 . , , ( *. . '
,

i wasn't aware that I wag already practicing many aspects af thiti'module.
I feel ty.needs' should have been assessed beforethaving me sit-through .-.

previcaSlY covered material. I do not.feel that the pré,assessment'sheet'was

adequate. 1.4



-.Diges't 1, continued-
Item 8

I realized I already knew many of the coftcepts; _there was nbt enough
specifics on how to.

SI

Discussion with my coworkers.

Grqssmont

I became quite hostile during, this experience; the Tfour other-modules I

participated in left me quite positive. -

,There are too many different terms. Be More practical.
Several pooped.and punchy counselors and,a very patient Coordinator.

Dr. Gysbers' Class

Confusion.
I believe that this module as, well as all of th'e others can be relevanti

in fields other than carer guidance.
. ,

Module .11

*Mesa, Verde

.

Fatigue.
I felt- I was forced to reword Other conCepts,I/already knew.
Tremendous, fptigue'after teaching a fu4.1 daytilen doing this.

Grossmont.

I'm frustrated. iMuchof the matter here is mandated--we do it "their"
(the district's) way...

uncomfortdble with the. speed with which the.information
was pregented. It was too rapid in some ,areas. NOt enough timk was alotted.

-

Dr. Gysbers' Class.

I feel that J have the,proper rationale to make proper decisions based on
-program evaluation with an ongoing program.

Extreme boredom.

ModUle,,12

Grossmont-

I'm positive. I see the valueofotheprocess.
.SOme.frustration with some repetirlyenets content:s

.
Dr. -GyS'bers! Class

.

- -

ThImaterials show,,ho4 the stat coUrses f am nOW.enrolled in calf.be
,

inteiTelated and meaningful to ,my educatiOnal luture. :. .

Some educational statistic's became more clear with 'practical ,uses.

. A-24
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-.Digest 1, co ttnued
em 9

criticisms-of this todUte or suogestions for improusvg it? 0

,If oj lecthe list your ideas-below:

Module a

et

GrOSsMont

ik lot of material in.a relatively,Short time..
I needed more time to read and understand to getthe most hel0 from thise-
Materials should.be read in aJvance. Morecomplete analysiS pf activities,

relative to desired outcomeS should be made.'. ,

When presenting these materials to'expertenced wOrking peopl&i, I feerthe
material should be handed-out ahead of time. Exertises should bedone.and,"
presentationt Made 'to clarify ahd modify areas in question. '.d

It was too lengthy. I'm burnt out-by the end of the day.
We.should work^with our own chool teaM. The-readirig shouldibe done. )

previous to the meeting. The coOrdinator.Ould.riviewhighrigh apd answer
questions. ..,:../ ' ,

Dr. Gysbers Ciass
A

Excessively Wordy. Most of the material could.be reducedby ohe-haif,
and not lose any meaning. Cartoons are eally stupid.- :They inSult my
intelligence! .

Ir. , , .. i. ,

I thought the module wat veny info ative., ' .

This has been the most practical npdule so far. The activities were
-3

helpfill in seeihg how these, samplingnjethods really pperate,
The "Critical Incident" and "Delphi" techniques are unclear. ,

Maybe a greater emphasisshould 4 plated on adWing an existillg survey
instrumenf to the local situation.:: Iff the entire gui nce departmentjos.
very little backgroundin. this ere .

ti

lit would SeeM tha the,adapttve technique
might result in a better instrume 1

,.,.. /

44.

Module 4.

4Mesa Verde

he..;:time spent and when the inservice was held.
ifeauiliable;. the objectivity-subjectivi was flaky

,t

*

9
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Digest 1, =,ntinyed
Item 9

'Grossmont

'There was too much reading on site. Spend mOre time on activities..
, I need more time and helpY.!

',. I need some change ih the format for "assessing current resourCes." It's
to0 far away feom the-information I have.

,

I needed a little more clarity on objectivity vs. subjectNtY in
. inventory :it ms.

The total uidance department stiould"have,been involved in this module.
I would rea ly like the coordinators to relate *re of their expertise.

,

'People te to vent,the same frustrations overland over. -While this is
necessary, I am ,tired of hearing them all last spring and now. If all .that
energy was put into."doing",,-we would be better off. It's like arguing with .

the refereeat a-TOOtball game. It's. futile.. ' 1 .

. . 4

' Dr. G sbers' Cl
,

.

Exerciies ae boring and repetitive-: ..

,,,,

. Excessively wordy. .,
.

Please give a clearer, statement as to what is meant by Process'-briented
_

and tcome7oriented statements.
,Fo.mat for log,:seems unnecessarily and impractically=complicated..,
This is one of the'first moduleswhich I felt had'a lot of'new informatiorW.L.---:,1

thd technique'that I could use. More clear and concise than past-modifles. :

Spenttod much time analyzihg the counselOr's logscauSed meto become .-
dispiterested 4.n itOpurpoie. 'Should spend. more time covering,the,difference.
between outcome oriehtation.and process.arientation.

. ,Module 5'

Mesa Verde

4. (N() critici84

Grossmont

'

or ouggestons were recorded from Mesa Verde in this. module,)=
,,.,

. .

AS in the dthers,"I felt they were presented toe; slowly for most present.
T dhjoyed the'presentation-of the coordinator:
It'would have been wore worthwhile to have all counselors from the same

School.in on each phase. ...This would have been betterlor small group' discussion:
,We got off.into.gripe sessions too much today::

Dr. Gysbers' Class,
. .,/ :,

. ' .

They mentioned the AIR,model then explained' it, Out when:they mentioned ..

the Californiamogel°, the ex lanation was separated frowit by another topic:

illi
This made. it hard to foll :Am :, .

The'pestassessments ar elpful because they-make.the reader actbally
write down what.the module haS saidOhis helps commit it,to memory and stresses.

.

the important points-Of the module.

9
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Module 6 .

at 1, continued
Item 9.

Mesa krde
4

Seemed below the:level of Mager and otiiers in the-field.

It stressed better evaluation toolsibut the activities were sidplistic. .

. There should be.alternati'vesfor-pople who have a high degree of-pro-

-ficiency in doing the things this program is designed to teach.

After process.and skill dev'elopthent, there is &need to apply the skills

to specific school problems.

6rossthont. .

. Emphasize More practical work. 'Add overhead trannarencies, fifth stripS,
,

\

.

.
,
/

other teaching strategies to assist the inStructor tn covering the modules. .

.

Improve the vocabulary,for the sequencing tategor es to eliminate confusion.

Give examplifirst of ht it should be.done, poin ing out components from-'-

that example.. Then have e eryone write their own objective, and relate'it

.to the example.. A record eviewing the day's learning,at the end would help

and a..copy for each part 'pant would be great: .

c,

epersonallY. reject he notion that good counseling can be-euantified.or

'measured in a real sen I'dbe foolish'to believe.that such a syStem is:an

accurate indiCation of the extent to which I have changed 'another human being.

Who'is to say if a,,ki4 who can Tag do seven mit of N'things has really learn d.,-"-

hasreafly.changed h's life. ,. .
4 ,0

.. ,It sepias iomoV slOwly. Perhaps althoredirecti've style with firm

..
examOles Might spe d things up'. I would ratherihear agUidance-related examp

. than one for tenni, players. '. f
. Describe the ifference between goodend poor objectives in.greater de=

tail. list manx examples and give a desaription,of what makes the example-

good or :poor. . :. '-.'
.

PhysicallY, why not.have sthallconference tables and comfortable chairs?

'Do a better job of'relatingthe concepts_ofawareness; ictommodation, and

ection.tothestate.MasterPlanandobjettivewriting.',XfelttheA.A.A.was
thrown irrto. mpressthe state. . . . . .

4

I-need m re time to'assiMilate;, the whole process seems,too fast for Me.

The sem ntics,of,some ex'ertises were vague and difficutl..to think through.
. .

-

Or: Clas,
4 .

Wordy0 but'verybelpful.'. 'Short and sweet would'be better,'

DrawnLout,and ambiguous:. .

..

It would be better tojlave a set of Modules,,of ones own. Underlining is

e usefuy learning del:/ice. ': .'

I liked theisample ABCD-thethod; it fits well' With my mode of hinking.

Cartoons lacked. - : , '

I thought that the section."Producing Full ObjeCtives",Was r lly 'good..

! More explanation needs tO be given to the difference b twee student outcomes

versys student behavioral objectives.' 'Is the distjnction important?

,
Give one example of a perforaente objective and elaborate from, that.

.
/

Use of a stem sentence as mentOned ih point 5 of thisleaction forth Would,

one suggestion.
A

1

1 ' / 0 a A-.7 . ,
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Module 7

Mesa Verde

It was too ambiguous; the questions don't seem appropriate.
I felt it was podr in its design: Not really a viable learning instru-

ment; evaluation forms are poor, questions do not aloW for reasonable dif-
ferences.

Grossmont

I felt it was too long. It could have been accomplished in a shorter
time span. -

Some of the vocabulary duplicated itself: /decision making and performance
objectives; for example. Stick to one term. ! /

.I do not believe the time spent on each acti/Oity was necessary. I think .

it was simple enough to learn by simply reading:the module.
.

'Dn. Gysbers' ClasS \' /

The Post-assessment is ambiguous; it is tiard tO understand what is.wanted,
'The "menu" activity.while'proving.its point sedie Silly.
Possib4padd this to another uodule. There is it enough information to

'take up a ;Mole module.
I. feeI very cynical about this module because r.did six and seven in one

'night. They get to be very repetitive.
- Give one complete example-of a student objectiv4hAnd all four steps that
lou must go through before coming up with your.strategy.

Our group_seems to be learnlng mOre in our group discussions of the
material than we thought possible.

, I think the Summaries.of the publications might'be made more 'comprehensive.

Module

Mesa Verde

This type of manual is knownto be the moss difficult to reath 'It makes

problems unnecessarily,
It's' misleading to call this "Career Guidance." "Even though the.illustra

tions are guidance-ori nted, the module appears to address jtself to'planning
of .any kind: . . /

The modulesrely. olheavily upon the facilitator. The prograM is heavily
gujdance oriented;. t achers would fail to see relevance.

GrosS.mont

The informatio is something I already know. The module simply presented
it in a format.

Techniques'for determining time.for tasks would be- helpful.

A-28.
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_Item 9



Pigest 1, contl"nue,,d.-

Itom 9

. It would be of much greater educational /alueto utilize objective, pra'g-
Matic, non-value-laden examples. ,

' Most of this could have been read ahead Of time. Individual schOols
-should then meet and plan together. I donq like taking time to play games
when tiMe is so precious::

Don't hold,two modules in the same room. It's hard to concentrate.
.Some of the material was not clear. More instruction.was needed, or more

directors in the activities.

Dr. Gysbers' Class

Condense it.
( ai

*I could have,used pore instruction on how to develop time/task/talent
charts. and PERT networks.

The exercises are unclear.
'The concept of PERT .net(oorks was unclear, both .in content and when to

use it. .

Drawings and illustrations of the PERT system need to befevamPed for
better understanding.

Please shorten. Perhaps eight and 9.could be put together in one module.

Module 9

Mesa Verde

Don't call it "Career Guidance-for Staff Developmentr; it is misleading
to at least my'idea of career guidance.

...Keep'the same terminology as used in previous module.

Grof$mont l ,

: The ,material waS not as'well writt n. The models used.were not as clear
in Oemonstrating the concepts.

As with,module eight, this could be a valuable brush-up and review of
. skills; but it go top-slowly, is too time consumjng and simplistic.

Our group int rattIon was poor.-

Dr Gysbers' .Class
.

. .

The.module was 'veryThelpfUl and not too' wordy. It could easily-be combined
with eight, though. .

Consolidate:several modules;
Combine this module with eight.
The listing of agencies would be Useful; except that we don't keep the'

modules. Perhaps these contact agencies could be listed on a tear-out sheet
that the,student could keep as a,reference.

CondenSe it. '
...........Q

102.
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Module 10

Mesa. Verde

-4

, 'No ,)
Digest 1, cpntinued

.Itern 9-

. 'more of an assessment of,our needs and abllitieS was needed prior, to
this works*. ..The fafigue factor is critical. I started my sc4Oolcday
before 7 am. '

.

,

.04

...

Language or terms are in research language; they put people.off.
.

le.now.your sChoOl.before subjecting ,staff.to your materials: Much.of the,
material covered in this module is on file at this school and being implemented,
for every three-week unit.

. ..,

, Fewer words, please. ----
.

,

It might be OK for a regularqiigh school. I suggest you assess the level,
of sophistication of ttie field test staff.before presenting a workshop..

GrosSmont .J '

.

...

.

c.
i

The material was non-essenttal, redundant, ad nauseum.
.

Leave out many terms. put it into more,practical language for counselors.
Activities,and text took Simplistic processei and, aQplying ambiguous .

jargOn-, sucCeeped. in making each.module thoroughly confasind. Attivities
needed examples to get things goingYid the rig t direction.

.)

. /

I feel the only way we can rkeally'develop he skills in thes modules.'
would be for the oordinator to come to the 1 cal school and wo with Ach
counseling staffJjndividually. 1

With the th rd day being devoted to exercises where we co

I wish tqt he three modules 8,9. and TO could have be4,4co
ncepts

ilrMinwd
days
from all three modules.

.

Keep ft simple. Use the most simple term for better underAying." (

. A' %I,

Dr., Osbers'Class .

I felt a need for examples of the four measurement techniques.
Some activities seem irrelevant; better'examples could be used.
It needs to be said but not af such length. ,

Explain mord explicitlyhow a pilot studyNUffers from Ahe actual
objective; give more opportunity for practicinehow to use a pilot study to

..its best advantage.-. ,

I. woUld have found it useful to have an example,of each of the four basic
.a.

monitoring technique's.
A

Module 11

Mesa Verde

Make the activilty real by applying the ski]] to a program We are using.
Give alternative definitions; use common terminology.

A-30
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Oigeot I, continued
Mem 9

Grossmant

. .

It Auld be helpful if I had had the previous modules, so that there would
be continuityr

It was tdo long for a one-day seSsion.
enough inforMation. -,

Set a definite time schedule sO as to be sure o complete all parts within
a reasonable time, .

Allot more time foe becoming more familiar wit the material. Could'the
.handbooks possibly be Passed out in advance of the eeting?_

Take more.care in he examples.
I needed more

,-,

time. .Some pre-exposure would have helped.
1'

The activities don't always give*

Dr. Gysbers: Chats
/

I liked the sumMaries at the end df,each of the sections. The other
modules should have these also.

It takes a couple of readings to grasp the point of the module. The
activities help a lot. I liked the short post-assessment!

Too detailed.
Condense.
The postassessment for this module did not require a complete review of

the module, but focused on a 'fairly narrow range of the total material pre-
sented.

,

Module 12

GrossmoQt ./

Allow more time.
More.time for practical work,was needed Select a local school program

and critique it.- '/

In my opinion, the material Could nave'been covered in less time.
- Work on a specific local problem in !the exercises. Do this in groups.

bei.rid of the compound-complq sentences. "Deflate" some of the pr
graphs. .

. ,

In all modules-group participation and involvement of lch activity shOld
take place.s participants, can getin6tant feedback if acti ity's goal is

xt)
.

being mei. -
.

Make it ma e concise. It was impossible to complete it all in one)-ay.
It was the best. written 'and organized of all the*odules I experienced.

. Dr. Gysbers' Class

I felt that, for me, this module was highly unnecessary. Don't they give
us .credit for kftwing anything)?

Cut down the postassessment or tut it out.
Too*repetitive.in describing content, format,and level of sophistication.
I feel that the "scoring system" that the Coordinatoir has for the

Postassessment should be made aYailable in the module. (

\
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